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ABSTRACT 
The Effectiveness of Constant Versus Rotating Buddy Dyads on the Social 
Interactions of Handicapped Preschoolers 
by 
Connie F. Nelke, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1989 
Major Professor: Dr. Sebastian Striefel 
Department: Psychology 
Due to the passage of Public Law 94-142 (1975), widespread attempts 
have been made to integrate children who have handicaps into settings with 
their non handicapped peers. Although integrated settings may provide the 
opportunity for social interaction to occur between children with and without 
handicaps, often interaction does not occur. In order to address the issue of 
how to best facilitate appropriate interactions in integrated settings, 
specialized programs such as the FMS buddy system (Quintero, Phelps, 
Striefel, & Killoran, 1987) have been developed to promote positive social 
interactions between children with and without handicaps. 
One important aspect programs such as the buddy system have not fully 
considered is the differential impact a non handicapped child could have on 
the level of social interaction of the child with handicaps. The impact the 
nonhandicapped buddy could make if constantly paired with the same child 
with handicaps may be different than the one a nonhandicapped child could 
make if paired, over time , in an alternating sequence with different children 
who have handicaps. In response to the question of possible differential 
impact, a single subject multiple baseline design was utilized to compare the 
effect constant buddies and rotating buddies had on the social interactions of 8 
children who had handicaps. The intervention included training the buddies 
on how to interact with children who have handicaps and providing the 
opportunity for the children with and without handicaps to play together. 
Treatment effects were measured by direct observations of social interactions 
between the children with and without handicaps during free play and buddy 
sessions, sociometric measures, and attitude measures. Results indicated that 
pairing children who have handicaps with a nonhandicapped buddy 
increased social interactions between children with and without handicaps 
during buddy sessions. The level of interaction achieved during buddy 
sessions was not fully generalized to subsequent free play sessions. Buddies 
from constant dyads rated their playmates who had handicaps sociometrically 
higher than buddies from rotating dyads. Nonhandicapped children who 
served as buddies rated their buddy experience favorably. Suggestions for 






The federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 
94-142 (1975), which mandates that children who have handicaps be 
educated in the Least Restrictive Environment, has resulted in widespread 
attempts to integrate children who have handicaps into settings with their 
non handicapped peers. Although integration has the possibility of providing 
opportunities for social interaction between children with and without 
handicaps, positive social interaction often does not happen (Stainback & 
Stainback, 1981 ). Many times the social interaction patterns between children 
with and without handicaps occur at low rates and are negative in nature 
(Gresham, 1982). As a result , the physical integration of students with and 
without handicaps does not ensure that meaningful social interactions will 
occur between them (Guralnick, 1980). As Guralnick noted (1976), the critical 
component for successful integration may not be simply the presence of 
children with and without handicaps in the same class , but the way in which 
interactions among these students are guided and encouraged. 
The issue of how to facilitate appropriate interactions among children with 
and without handicaps has been addressed using several approaches 
(Stainback, Stainback, Raschke, & Anderson, 1981 ). One approach involves 
the selection and arrangement of the physical , spatial. and organizational 
features of the environment (Nordquist, 1978). A second approach, one which 
has received the greatest amount of study (Stainback & Stainback, 1982), 
focuses on enhancing the socialization skills of the student who has 
handicaps (Nordquist , 1978). 
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A more direct approach for promoting appropriate social interactions has 
recently gained attention. This approach favors training nonhandicapped 
students to interact with their peers who have handicaps (Stainback & 
Stainback, 1982). This approach to promoting interactions between children 
with and without handicaps constitutes a feasible educational objective that 
can produce benefits for both groups (Stainback & Stainback, 1981 ). 
Specialized programs structured to teach nonhandicapped children how to 
interact with children who have handicaps have been developed and 
implemented to meet the objective of promoting interactions (Almond, 
Rodgers, & Krug , 1979; Quintero, Phelps, Striefel, & Killoran, 1987; Strain, 
1981 ; Voeltz, 1982; Voeltz et al., 1983). 
Programs developed to teach non handicapped children to interact with 
children who have handicaps advocate the use of a special friend (Voeltz, 
1982), a big brother or sister (Almond et al., 1979), a peer confederate (Strain , 
1981 ), or a buddy (Quintero et al., 1987) to structure and encourage social 
interactions between a child without handicaps and a child with handicaps. By 
taking a directive role, the non handicapped peer is able to set the occasion for 
certain interactional patterns to occur (Guralnick, 1986). The establishment of 
these patterns could promote further social interactions between children with 
and without handicaps. 
Results of programs which structure positive interactions between 
children with and without handicaps have reported that the non handicapped 
children involved gain understanding, acceptance, and improved attitudes 
toward children with handicaps when they have interacted with such children 
(McHale & Simeonsson , 1980; Stainback & Stainback, 1981; Voeltz, 1980, 
1982). Although physical integration may result in familiarity between children 
with and without handicaps, it is when the children without handicaps were 
taught how to initiate contact (Strain & Odom, 1986) or interact with children 
who had handicaps that they did so more often (Almond et al., 1979). In 
3 
addition, arranging the physical environment and/or requiring children to play 
within a confined area which contains cooperative and social play activities 
may also increase interactional opportunities and increased interaction (Strain 
& Odom, 1986). 
An important aspect of structuring the relationship between children with 
and without handicaps has not been fully addressed by programs which 
promote social interaction. This aspect concerns the direct effect the special 
friend, confederate, or buddy has on the social interactional level of the child 
who has handicaps. For example, the goal of such a program, the FMS Buddy 
System (Quintero et al., 1987), is to foster natural friendships between the 
buddies and the assigned child so that the use of buddies is no longer needed 
to maintain an appropriate level of social interaction between children with 
and without handicaps. How this is best accomplished through buddy 
interactions with the child who has handicaps is not addressed or explained. 
The more time children with and without handicaps spend together, the 
more they tend to interact (Stainback & Stainback, 1981 ). With increased 
interaction, there is greater familiarity (Doyle, Connolly, & Rivest, 1980). 
Indeed, if there is familiarity between children , there is apt to be more social 
interaction between them (Doyle et al., 1980). Familiar dyads maintained over 
time reach a high level of complex social interaction (Howes, 1983). 
Familiarity, if occurring in a positive context, can result in children without 
handicaps being more accepting of children with handicaps (Voeltz, 1980) as 
well as interacting with them more often. 
It has been shown that children playing together in familiar dyads tend to 
play in a more socially interactive manner, engage in more complex play and 
are more successful and positive in social exchanges (Doyle et al. , 1980). 
The previously existing network of shared experiences and reciprocal 
activities are likely to enhance the social interactions of familiar playmates 
(Guralnick, 1986). Using the FMS Buddy System as the example, this 
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information may lead one to assume that once a buddy is paired with a child 
who has handicaps, that keeping the dyad together and constant over time, a 
social relationship built upon shared experiences could develop. Familiarity 
between the children may increase the level of social interaction which occurs 
in the dyad. The result would be a high level of positive social interaction 
between the children. 
However, using only one peer, as in the above described constant buddy 
dyad, may restrict the effectiveness of an intervention promoting social 
interactions between children with and without handicaps. The buddy may 
grow tired of his or her role as the sole playmate for the child who has 
handicaps and may thus reduce his or her own level of social initiations as the 
intervention progresses (Odom, Strain, Karger, & Smith , 1986}. The result 
would be a decrease in social interactions between the two. By employing 
multiple buddies in a Buddy System, however, the fatigue factor may not 
interfere with the level of interactions between children with and without 
handicaps. Rotating buddies could encourage the maintenance of a higher 
level of social interaction. In addition, it would provide the buddies with 
exposure to a number of children who have different handicaps. The use of 
multiple exemplars could promote generalization of interaction to include other 
children who have handicaps with whom the buddy has never previously 
interacted (Baer, 1981 ). 
This consideration of how generalization may affect peer interaction 
between children with and without handicaps in social interventions such as a 
Buddy System should facilitate and encourage programming for 
generalization (Michelson & Mannarino, 1986). In generalization 
programming, training with a number of examplars should increase the 
opportunity for generalization of the intervention or skill to occur (Baer, 1981; 
Stokes & Osnes, 1986). In a Buddy System, a child without handicaps who 
may have previously had little or no contact with children who have handicaps 
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and who may have reacted negatively to such children now has the 
opportunity to interact with a child who has handicaps and generalize this 
experience to others. In a constant dyad situation, a child without handicaps 
would have limited opportunities to interact with several children who have 
different handicaps, and thus, less of an opportunity to acquire the skill 
necessary to generalize this experience to others. With exposure to different 
children with different handicaps (i.e., rotating dyad Buddy System), a child 
without handicaps may learn to understand and thus, deal with individual 
differences. With the nonhandicapped child's acquisition of understanding, 
fear and uncertainty may decrease and acceptance of children who have 
handicaps may develop (Voeltz et al., 1983). Through contact with a number 
of children who have handicaps, the child without handicaps may learn to 
accept these children (Voeltz, 1980). Acceptance may then generalize and a 
non handicapped child with previous contact with children who have 
handicaps may be more inclined to approach rather than avoid other 
individuals who have handicaps (Almond et al., 1979). 
In addition , providing a child who has handicaps with opportunities to 
interact with only one child without handicaps, as is the case with a constant 
buddy dyad, restricts the range of appropriate social interactions with 
nonhandicapped children the child with handicaps experiences (Odom et al., 
1986). Rotating nonhandicapped peers as buddies provides a child who has 
handicaps with a variety of opportunities to interact with several children 
without handicaps. The child with handicaps may develop a broader range of 
social behavior for interacting with non handicapped peers through contact 
with various buddies which may then generalize, resulting in an increase in 
social interactions with all children without handicaps (Stokes & Osnes, 1986). 
A peer program, such as the FMS Buddy System, which is structured to 
encourage social interaction, does not take into account the direct effect 
non handicapped chidren may have on the social interactional level of their 
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peers who have handicaps. It has not been determined how constant buddies 
and rotating buddies might effect the interactions and the development of 
friendships between children with and without handicaps. The effects constant 
buddy dyads and rotating buddy dyads have on the social interactions of 
preschoolers with and without handicaps needs to be determined. It isn't until 
social interaction is present and maintained that friendships between children 
with and without handicaps can be developed and true social integration can 
occur. 
Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of assigned 
constant buddy dyads and rotating buddy dyads on the social interaction of 
preschoolers who have handicaps and their non handicapped peers. Using 
an existing peer buddy package (FMS Buddy System; Quintero, Phelps, 
Striefel, & Killoran , 1987), this study examined the differential effects that 
constant dyads and the rotating dyads may have on social interaction levels 
during buddy sessions and free play (generalization) sessions. The study also 
attempted to measure variations in non handicapped preschooler's attitudes 
towards persons who have handicaps as a function of interacting with children 
who have handicaps. Specifically, the following research questions were 
addressed: 
1. What was the level of interaction in constant dyads during free play 
and buddy sessions? 
2. What was the level of interaction in rotating dyads during free play 
and buddy sessions? 
3. Did the level of social interaction increase for a child who has 
handicaps during free play sessions , as a function of being assigned a 
constant buddy? 
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4. Did the level of social interaction increase for a child who has 
handicaps during free play sessions, as a function of being assigned a rotating 
buddy? 
5. Did buddies from constant dyads interact with their companion 
during free play sessions? 
6. Did buddies from rotating dyads interact with any of their 
companions during free play sessions? 
7. On sociometric measures, did buddies from constant dyads indicate 
a preference for playing with their companions? 
8. On sociometric measures, did buddies from rotating dyads indicate 
a preference for playing with any of their companions? 
9. Did attitudes change as a function of participation as a buddy in a 
constant dyad? 
10. Did attitudes change as a function of participation as a buddy in a 
rotating dyad? 
11. Were there any differences in the levels of interaction between 
constant and rotating dyad pairs? 
Definitions 
Buddy--A buddy is a child who accompanies a peer who has handicaps 
into nonacademic, noninstructional activites. A buddy's role is to accompany 
and guide the child with handicaps during unstructured activities in order to 
help that child play. 
Companion--A companion is a child with handicaps who is paired with a 
buddy. 
Social interaction--Social interaction is defined as social behavior 
consisting of directed vocalization and/or motor gestures made by one child to 
another child who then responds. Social interaction consists of positive 
initiations and reciprocations. Negative behavior is not considered social 
interaction. 
Interact--A child is engaged in interaction when the child directs a 
vocalization or a motor gesture towards another child. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The extent to which a peer buddy system could be applied at the 
preschool level has not been fully explored. According to a recent literature 
review on the subject, a comprehensive, operational definition of a peer buddy 
cannot be found in the current literature (Phelps & Quintero, 1987). The 
authors of the review defined a buddy as a child who accompanies a peer who 
has handicaps in nonacademic, noninstructional activities. They consider a 
buddy an equal and a companion, though they say there will be times when a 
buddy will do some teaching. 
One system that does address buddy systems at the preschool level 
states that the purpose of a buddy is to increase the number and quality of 
social interactions between children with and without handicaps (Quintero et 
al., 1987). Eventually, natural friendships should develop between the child 
with handicaps and the various buddies. The system can be faded out as the 
child with handicaps is assimulated into the class (Quintero et al., 1987). 
Unfortunately, the efficacy of this promising program has not been fully 
documented. 
Though there exists a scarcity of information on formal buddy systems, 
there is information available on peer interventions with children who have 
handicaps. As Taylor (1982) has noted, a growing body of research 
demonstrates increased acceptance and understanding of children who are 
severely handicapped by typical children as a result of integration (McHale & 
Simeonsson, 1980; Stainback & Stainback, 1981; Voeltz, 1980, 1982). 
Almond, Rodgers, and Krug (1979) developed a Big Brother/Big Sister 
Program to facilitate mainstreaming young elementary school children into the 
classrooms of children with severe handicaps. Based on the premise that it 
was not feasible to expect children with severe handicaps to perform normally, 
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non handicapped children were brought into the classroom and trained to 
interact with the students who had handicaps. Teachers assigned the Big 
Brother/Big Sister to work with a particular child. The non handicapped 
students received written feedback from the teacher in the classroom on the 
quality of their performance with the children who had handicaps. 
Observations on the playground indicated that after the program, positive 
contact between children with and without handicaps increased significantly. 
It seemed that the training the students received during the program provided 
them with the interpersonal skills necessary to relate competently to the 
students who had handicaps within the school environment. 
McHale and Simeonsson (1980) assessed changes in young 
elementary school children's attitudes and understanding as a function of 
specific experiences with developmentally handicapped peers. By measuring 
the effects of interaction patterns within particular settings on children's 
attitudes, they thought they might be better able to design optimal experiences 
for promoting positive attitudes toward children with handicaps. Children 
without handicaps were brought into the classroom of the students with 
handicaps. This kept the stress level low for the students with handicaps by 
arranging for the interactions to occur in a familiar setting. The children 
without handicaps were told that the children with handicaps didn't know how 
to play and that it was their job to teach them how. The children without 
handicaps were not assigned specific children with whom to play. McHale 
and Simeonsson's results were measured by an attitude instrument which 
consisted of sociometric questions, an adjective-rating scale, and open-ended 
questions about behavior disorders. The items were selected from available 
questionaires. The results McHale and Simeonsson obtained demonstrated 
that positive attitudes towards children who have handicaps could be 
maintained after extensive contact with such children. The authors also 
emphasized the importance of providing children without handicaps with 
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information prior to the integration experience. It was also reported that the 
level of interaction from the start to the end of the program increased (McHale 
in Stainback & Stainback, 1981 ). 
Voeltz (1980,1982) measured the attitudes of elementary students 
towards their peers who had handicaps with her Acceptance Scale. The 
Acceptance Scale (1980) consisted of 27 items designed to reflect randomly 
varied positive and negative statements about individual differences and 
children who had handicaps. Her results indicated that actual contact with 
children who were severely handicapped was one variable that was clearly 
associated with increased acceptance. Voeltz's (1982) Special Friends 
Program was designed to study the effects of structured interactions with 
children who had severe handicaps on the attitudes of non handicapped 
children . She stated that the use of structured social interactions between 
regular education students and their peers who had handicaps facilitated 
social acceptance of children who had handicaps by regular education 
students in integrated school settings. 
It has been established (Strain , 1984a; Strain & Odom, 1986) that 
non handicapped preschool children are not adversely affected by exposure to 
peers who are handicapped. Strain and his collegues' work with 
peer-mediated treatment (Strain, Shores, & Timm,1977; Strain, 1981; Strain & 
Odom, 1986) demonstrated that preschool confederates can be taught to 
direct social overtures to students with handicaps and this results in a positive 
social behavior change. Although Strain's method does increase social 
interaction, the level of teacher prompting necessary to maintain it is artificial 
and intrusive to any naturally forming peer relationship that may occur 
(Quintero , 1987). Recently Odom et al. (1986) have shown that single and 
multiple confederates are equally as effective in peer-initiation interventions 
for increasing social interactions of young children with moderate and severe 
handicaps. They cite advantages such as a reduction of confederate fatigue 
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and increases in generalization opportunities for using multiple versus single 
confederates. 
Any peer intervention program requires a careful and systematic 
arrangement of procedures and strategies (Guralnick, 1976). In most of the 
peer mediation stategies described in the literature, some type of play situation 
is used for the intervention. This is based on Gottlieb's findings (1971) that in 
attitudinal measures consisting of adjective pairs completed by 
non handicapped children, children who had handicaps were rated more 
highly by the nonhandicapped peers when their interactional experience was 
during play. The children who had handicaps were rated lower when the 
non handicapped peers had experiences with them in the classroom only. 
Ecological factors that have been shown to affect social interaction 
include the classroom setting (Burstein , 1986), play materials and play 
activities, as well as the actual physical arrangement of the classroom (Strain, 
1981 ). It is quite clear in the literature that the choice of activities in a 
preschool class may facilitate the occurance of positive social interaction 
(Strain & Wiegerink, 1975; Vickery, McCabe & Field , 1983). The type of toys 
given to children within the play setting have a pronounced effect upon their 
social play and the amount of time spent playing cooperatively with each other 
(Quilitch & Risley, 1973). regardless of their developmental level (Vickery et 
al., 1983). There is clear differentiation between toys that encourage social 
versus isolate play. Activities and play materials conducive to social play at 
the preschool level include housekeeping and dress-up items, building blocks, 
sand and water play materials , dolls and dollhouses, balls, and wagons 
(Hulson, 1930; Strain & Odom, 1986; Strain & Wiergerink, 1975; Van Alstyne, 
1932; Vickery et al., 1983) and interaction opportunities may be increased by 
requiring children to play within a confined area (Strain & Odom, 1986). 
Research has indicated that when preschoolers without handicaps are 
placed in an unstructured free play setting with peers who are handicapped, 
12 
they tend not to interact with them (Guralnick, 1980). Non handicapped 
students have a definate preference for interacting with higher functioning 
students rather than students who are moderately or severely handicapped 
(Guralnick, 1980). When given a choice, non handicapped preschoolers tend 
to select non handicapped friends of their same sex and age (Strain, 1984a). 
Because children without handicaps prefer their nonhandicapped peers, 
modification of the social preference behavior of nonhandicapped children is 
one reason Stainback and Stainback (1982) support training children without 
handicaps to interact with children with handicaps. Other reasons cited 
include the feasibility of training the nonhandicapped, generalization 
considerations, and the potential limitations of focusing all training toward 
children with handicaps. 
Rather than take the position that these students should be 
excluded from integrated experience until they show acceptable 
levels of social skills so as to avoid being ignored or rejected by 
their non handicapped peers, it appears logical to train 
nonhandicapped students to interact with severely retarded 
students who may not, in all cases, be considered highly 
competent and socially astute . (p. 14) 
Guralnick (1986) notes that there is ample evidence that 
non handicapped preschoolers can function as important educational and 
therapeutic resources in mainstream settings. Nonhandicapped peers serve 
as resources by taking a directive role which sets the occasion for certain 
interaction patterns. In all these instances, however, non handicapped peers 
are functioning as agents of change in an assigned role. This role is often 
carried out in highly structured and specifically arranged situations (Guralnick, 
1986). 
Criteria that Strain and Odom (1986) used to select preschool peer 
helpers in integrated settings are : 
1. compliance with teacher requests 
2. regular attendance 
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3. age appropriate play skills 
4. a positive or no history with target child 
5. member of the same classroom as target child 
6. expressed willingness to participate . 
Similar criteria are mentioned elsewhere in the literature (i.e., Quintero et al., 
1987). 
Programming for generalization of children's social behavior is 
mentioned in the literature as a necessary component of peer-mediated 
interventions (Stokes & Osnes, 1986) and social skills programs in general 
(Michelson & Mannarino, 1986). Generalization refers to any of the following 
outcomes (Strain, 1981): 
1. An increased level in specific behaviors not directly targeted for 
treatment. 
2. An increase in positive social behavior by children in the treatment 
setting who are not direct recipients of intervention. 
3. An increase in social behaviors exhibited in nontreatment settings. 
A consistent and troublesome finding in the literature is the 
unimpressive ness of generalization or its absence in most peer-mediated 
interventions (Strain, 1981 , 1984b). Lancioni (1982) hypothesized from the 
results of his research with peer tutors and children who had handicaps that 
generalization could be high and stable when the response occassions 
presented for probing are similar to those used for training. He used children 
similar to the peers in the intervention and a different but similar classroom for 
play in order to test for generalization effects. However, he also concluded 
that perhaps it was the extensiveness of the training and the development of 






Selectjon and Pescription of Target Subjects 
Eight subjects were selected from a pool of eleven children who 
attended a sell-contained preschool classroom at the Developmental Center 
for Handicapped Persons (DCHP), a Utah State University affiliated facility, to 
serve as target subjects (companions) lor the study. Children considered for 
participation in the study were required to meet the following criteria: they 
were of preschool age (30-64 months old), classified as severely multiply 
handicapped or severely intellectually impaired as indicated by the age 
equivalent scores (AE) on the Battelle Developmental Inventory (BDI) 
(Newborg, Stock, & Wnek, 1984), had parental consent (Appendix A), and 
demonstated the following behaviors (adapted from Killoran, Allred, Striefel, 
Quintero, 1987) : 
1. Demonstrated attending skills 
a. Established and maintained eye contact with others. 
b. Established and maintained eye contact with presented 
objects. 
2. Demonstrated the ability to follow simple verbal commands, 
i.e.: 
a. "Go with," 
b. "Pick up the," 
c. "Give the." 
3. Demonstrated the ability to imitate simple motor tasks, i.e.: 
"Let's do this" (imitated modeled motor movements). 
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A screening test was conducted with all potential companions prior to the 
study to ascertain each child's ability to meet the described criteria (see 
Appendix B). This screening was completed by the special education teacher 
who managed the classroom. 
The eight children who met the specified criteria ranged in age from 38 
months to 56 months, with the mean age being 47.3 months. Handicapping 
conditions included diagnoses of severely multiply handicapped and severely 
intellectually handicapped as reflected by BDI age equivalent scores. These 
scores ranged from 19 months AE to 31 months AE with a mean of 24.8 
months AE. Table 1 describes the companion subjects in detail. It provides 
the age, sex, handicapping condition , Battelle Developmental Inventory age 
equivalent score (BDI AE) , and buddy dyad assignment for each companion . 
Bec[!Jjtment Selection and 
pescrjptjon of Buddjes 
In order to stimulate interest in becoming a buddy, the concept must first 
be introduced to a pool of potential buddies (Quintero et al., 1987). A puppet 
show that introduced the concept that children who have handicaps can be 
friends with children who do not have handicaps (Nelke, Quintero, Killoran, 
Allred, & Striefel, 1987) was performed for the children at a local university 
operated preschool (Appendix H). The buddies who participated in the study 
were recruited from this group. Children considered for participation had 
informed consent from their parents (see Appendix A) , were to be of preschool 
age (30-64 months old), and met the following criteria, as determined by their 
regular preschool teacher (adapted from Quintero et al., 1987): 
1. They were volunteers. 
2. They were outgoing and verbal. 




QritiQal lnfQrma!iQn Qn QQmpaniQns 
Subject 
Age in 
Sex Handicapping BDIAE Buddy Dyad 
Months Condition Months Assignment 
A 40 M SIH 21 constant 
B 49 M SIH 26 constant 
c 38 F SMH 27 constant 
D 56 F SMH 19 constant 
E 43 M SIH 24 rotating 
F 48 M SIH 23 rotating 
G 48 F SMH 22 rotating 
H 50 F SIH 31 rotating 
4. They exhibited age appropriate levels: of social interaction 
with peers. 
5. They did not display aggressive behavior. 
A screening test was conducted with all potential buddies prior to the study to 
ascertain each buddy's ability to meet the described criteria (see Appendix B). 
The screening process also required each potential buddy to undergo the 
Slosson Intelligence Test (Siosson, 1983) to insure intellectual functioning 
was within the normal range. Age appropriate levels of social interaction were 
assessed as part of the screening process based on Fowler's finding that a 
normal level of social interaction for preschoolers would be 20-40% (Fowler, 
personal communication, 1986). 
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Due to the particular children the university operated preschool had 
enrolled during the summer term the study was conducted, two of the specified 
requirements had to be adjusted in order for eight children to qualify for 
inclusion as buddies in the study. The age requirement was extended to 69 
months as the upper age limit. As long as the child had no previous 
enrollment in kindergarten , the child was considered to still be of preschool 
age and could qualify for the study. This adjustment allowed for the inclusion 
of three subjects who otherwise would have been excluded. For children 
enrolled in the preschool who spoke English as a second language, the 
Slosson Intelligence Test was deemed inappropriate. In order for these 
children to participate in the study, this requirement was dropped if the child 
met all other specified criteria, and if they were average or above on their 
prekindergarten skills development. Two children thus qualified for the study 
and spoke English as a second language. Prekindergarten skills development 
was tested and recorded by the teachers at the preschool as a regular part of 
their curriculum. 
Eighteen children were screened for participation in the study. There 
were a total of thirteen children who were involved in the study as buddies. 
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Three of these children dropped out of the study before sufficient data could be 
collected on them. These children were replaced by others who met the 
criteria. The children who discontinued participation did so for various 
reasons. One child dropped out because she could not continue her 
enrollment at the university-operated preschool. A second child dropped out 
because she was going to attend only half of the preschool session and 
expressed to her mother a desire to spend the entire day at the 
university-operated preschool. A third child started the study but dropped out 
at the request of her father because the child had experienced dreams about 
the children at the Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons. The 
child, however, expressed a desire to continue. A fourth child was allowed to 
go to the DCHP and part icipate in the play sessions at the request of his 
parents in order for his older brother to have the opportunity to participate as a 
buddy. This child was not included in the study. 
Sufficient data was collected on nine children who served as buddies. 
Subjects who served as buddies ranged in age from 37 months to 69 months, 
with a mean age of 57.4 months. The mean age for constant buddies was 
60.25 months and the mean age for rotating buddies was 55.2 months. 
Baseline levels of social interaction demonstrated by these children at their 
regular preschool ranged from 25% to 58.3% with the mean level of interaction 
at 38.9% (see Appendix C for definitions and explanation). The mean level of 
social interaction for constant buddies was 37.48% and the mean level of 
social interaction for rotating buddies was 39.98 %. For the seven children 
where a Slosson Intelligence Test was appropriate, the mean 10 score was 
122.7 with a range of 107 to 149. The mean 10 score for constant buddies was 
126.25 and for rotating buddies was 118. Table 2 describes the thirteen 
potential buddies in detail. It provides age, sex, 10 score, social interactional 
level, and buddy dyad assignment for each of the buddies. 
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Table 2 
QrijiQal lnfQrm!;!tiQn Qn Buddi~~ 
Subject Age in Sex 1.0. Social Buddy Dyad 
Months Score Interactions Assignment 
Buddies who participated in study 
45 F 113 33.3% constant 
2 69 F 128 33.3% constant 
3 63 F 149 50% constant 
4 64 M 115 33.3% constant 
5 37 M 120 25% rotating 
6 64 M 107 58.3% rotating 
7 69 M 33.3% rotating 
8 40 M 127 33.3% rotating 
9 66 M 50% rotating 
Buddies who did not participate in study 
10 42 M 20% 
11 51 F 123 58.3% 
12 50 F 134 50% 
13 46 F 20% 
• Slosson 1.0. test inappropriate 
21 
Dyad Assignment 
Companions were randomly assigned to the constant buddy dyad or the 
rotating buddy dyad intervention. The random selection was completed by first 
pairing the companion subjects by sex. chronological age, BDI age equivalent 
scores, whether the child was verbal or nonverbal and ambulatory or 
nonambulatory, then randomly selecting one from each pair for either a 
constant buddy dyad or a rotating buddy dyad. Buddies were then randomly 
assigned to companions (Table 3 lists dyad pairings). Due to the attrition of 
potential buddies after the study had begun, dyad groups once equal in the 
characteristic of sex were no longer equal by the end of the study. 
Description of the Teacher's Role 
The special education teacher of the self-contained preschool classroom 
at the Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons and her aides 
managed the classroom in which the experiment was conducted. The 
experimenter trained the special education teacher to structure and conduct 
classroom procedures according to the constraints set by the study. In this 
way, the experimenter served as a consultant. 
Setting 
The preschoolers serving as buddies were escorted by two adults as 
they walked to and from their university operated preschool to the 
Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons, located about three blocks 
apart on the Utah State University campus. The experiment was conducted in 
the self-contained classroom of the companions at the DCHP. 
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Table 3 
B!.!QQ:t I QQmQaniQn D:tad~ 
Buddy Companion Treatment 
A constant 
2 8 constant 
3 c constant 
4 D constant 
5 E, F,G, H rotating 
6 E, F, G, H rotating 
7 E, F,G, H rotating 
8 E, F, G, H rotating 
9 E, F, G, H, rotating 
Experimental Design 
A modified multiple baseline across subjects design was used in this 
study to assess the effectiveness of the two types of buddy dyads (Figure 1 ). 
Single-subject designs have been recommended for use when the treatment 
focuses on individual subjects (Kazdin, 1982). In a multiple baseline across 
subjects design, effects are demonstrated by introducing the intervention to 
different subjects at different points in time. If the intervention is effective, 
behavior will change from baseline levels after the introduction of the 
intervention (Kazdin, 1982). The use of a multiple baseline design in this 
study allowed for the establishment of a reasonable functional relationship 
between the intervention and the social interaction level when and if baseline 
for each participant remained fairly stable and -did not change until treatment 
was implemented. In this case , the design was a modified multiple baseline 
because there were two different interventions that were being implemented 
with different subjects at the same point in time. The two interventions that 
were compared were the constant buddy dyad and the rotating buddy dyad 
(see Figure 1 ). It must be noted that although the buddy training was the 
intervention in this study, a change was made in the procedures of the study at 
the point where buddies 4-C and 9-R began the buddy intervention that could 
be considered an intervention in and of itself. The buddy training intervention 
was held constant during this change, but the timing of data collection for 
generalization effects was changed. It is possible that the change in timing 
could have functioned as an intervention. Thus the design was actually a 
modified multiple baseline and multiple treatment design. This change is 
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Figure 1 Multiple baseline experimental design 
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Data Collection 
Social Interaction Data 
Social interactional data was collected using the FMS Social Interaction 
Coding System (Thornburg, Striefel, Nelke, Quintero, & Killoran, 1987; 
Appendix C) . The system was used to identify reciprocal social interactions 
and cooperative play between children with and without handicaps, as is the 
system's stated purpose. Each targeted child was observed for 12, 1 0-second 
intervals, with 5 seconds for recording behaviors observed during the interval 
at the end of each interval. Thus, each child was observed for a total of 3 
minutes per observation . Intervals were indicated to the observer by a 
beep-tape that differentiated the observe and record section of each interval. 
Social interaction data recorded every interval for each observed subject 
included social behavior exhibited, reciprocated social behavior and 
cooperative play . Also recorded was who the observed child interacted with 
during each observation period (see Appendix C for definitions and sample 
data sheet). 
Sociometric Data 
Sociometric measures have been recommended as outcome variables 
for social programs because of their social validity (McConnell & Odom, 1986). 
In order to obtain a measure of playmate preference for the buddies, a peer 
rating sociometric assessment was used (Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, & Hymel, 
1979). Prior to the point where a buddy dyad was introduced to the buddy 
intervention, and at the end of the study, each buddy was taken aside and 
shown a polaroid photograph of all companions involved in the study. The 
buddy was asked to assign pictures of each of the companions to one of three 
faces according to how much they liked to play with that person: a happy face 
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indicated "likes to play with a lot," a neutral face indicated "just kind of likes to 
play with," and a sad face indicated "does not like to play with" (Asher et al. , 
1979). Test-retest reliability of this sociometric scale has been reported at .80 
and .75 alter 1 month. With this information , a socially valid sociometric 
ranking of all companions was possible (McConnell & Odom 1986). 
Buddy Attitude Assessment Data 
Children without handicaps who demonstrate an accepting attitude 
towards persons who have handicaps have indicated this by reporting a 
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desire to socially interact with these children (Voeltz, 1980). For this purpose, 
a measure of each buddy's acceptance of persons who have handicaps was 
taken prior to the buddy interventions (pretreatment) and at the end of the 
study (posttreatment). In an individual administration session, each buddy 
was orally given a sequence of questions designed to measure the child's 
attitudes about people who have handicaps. The questions assessed how 
close , in terms of social distance, the child was willing to be to peers who have 
handicaps and how accepting the child was of persons who have handicaps 
(items adapted from Hazzard, 1983; Voeltz, 1980; see Appendix D). Construct, 
concurrent , and predictive val idity have been reported for Voeltz's instrument 
(Voeltz, 1980, 1982) and test-retest re liability for Hazzard's instrument have 
been reported at . 79 (Hazard, 1983). The reliability coeficient for the 
instrument used in this study was unknown because the questions were 
adapted for use with preschoolers. 
Daily Attitude Data 
The method for rating buddies' daily attitudes in order to monitor each 
buddy's fee lings about coming over to the DCHP to play involved each child 
selecting one of three faces that represented their current attitude: a happy 
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face, a neutral face. and a sad face (adapted from Killoran et al., 1987). At the 
start of each session , the buddy selected the appropriate face which described 
his/her reaction to coming to the DCHP to play for that day. An adult who 
accompanied the buddy from his/her regular preschool or the supervising 
special education teacher also recorded their impression of each buddies' 
daily attitude as a reliability check on the feedback (Appendix E). 
Buddy Attitude Data 
A similar 3-point rating system as described in the previous section was 
used to collect standardized feedback from each buddy after participation in a 
buddy treatment session. At the end of each buddy session, the buddy was 
asked to rate his/her experience by selecting the face that best described their 
buddy experience: a happy face, a neutral face, and a sad face. The 
supervising special education teacher also rated the session according to her 
observations using the same 3-choice system as a way to validate the buddy's 
response and as a reliability check on the buddy's feedback (Killoran et 
al. ,1987; see Appendix E). 
Observer Training 
The observers were given a list of definitions, coding sheets, and a 
practice test in order to learn the Social Interaction Coding System (Thornburg 
et al. , 1987). Alter instruction on the coding system from the researcher and 
training and practice using videotapes, they were instructed to study the 
definitions and to take the mastery test (see Appendix F). When each observer 
passed the mastery test at 90% proficiency, the researcher coded free play 
sessions with the observer in a self-contained preschool classroom similar to 
the one used in the study to continue with the training of the coding system. 
When the researcher and observer reached 90% agreement in their 
observations, the observer was allowed to begin collecting data for the study. 
Three observers were trained to collect social interactional data. Observer 
reliability achieved during training was 94.4%. The observers were required 
to sign a confidentiality agreement (Appendix G) . 
lnterobserver Agreement 
lnterobserver agreement checks were made during approximately one 
session per week, throughout the study. In this study, reliability checks were 
conducted on 8.6% of the observations. The procedure utilized for calculating 
reliability was the point-by-point agreement ratio. The point-by-point 
agreement ratio was used because it is commonly used to calculate 
interoberver agreement in applied research, it is more precise than other 
methods (i.e., the frequency ratio), and it evaluates agreement on an interval 
by interval basis (Kazdin, 1982). The formula used for computing 
point-by-point agreement was the total number of agreements by the 
observers on the specific intervals during the session, divided by agreements 
plus disagreements mult iplyed by 100 to form a percentage (Kazdin, 1982). 
To avoid introduction of observer related extraneous variables, 
observers were not informed of the purpose of the study or provided with 
feedback about expectancies or direct ional changes in the subjects behavior; 
feedback was limited to information about the accuracy of their observations 
(Kazdin, 1982). Observers were rotated so that the same observer did not 
collect data on the same participant every session. Additionally, informal 
periodic reviews of the coding system and definitions were conducted by the 
researcher with each observer individually and in groups in an effort to control 





It has been emphasized that it is important to provide information to 
non handicapped children prior to the initiation of an integration experience 
(McHale & Simeonsson, 198a}. In order to provide that information and to 
stimulate interest in becoming a buddy, the concept was first introduced to a 
pool of potential buddies (Quintero et al., 1987). A puppet show was 
performed at a local university operated preschool (Nelke et al., 1987). The 
puppet show consisted of a 1 a-minute skit that introduced the concept that 
children who have handicaps can be friends with children who do not have 
handicaps (see Appendix H for description and script). The buddies for the 
study were then solicited from this group. Parental consent forms describing 
the study and its potential risks and benefits (Appendix A) were sent home the 
same day the children observed the puppet show. 
Daily Sessions 
The sessions of the study were conducted at least three times per week. 
The children who served as buddies were met at their preschool by two adults 
who walked them over to the DCHP. Once they arrived at the DCHP, each 
child was individually asked to rate his/her daily attitude. Each session started 
with a 15- to 2a-minute free play period where all subjects were present. 
During the free play period , social interaction data was collected by the trained 
observers. All toys that were used during buddy activities were present and 
available during free play. In addit ion , children were required to confine their 
play to a specific area of the room. Following free play was a 1 a-minute period 
where all the children who served as companions, their classmates who were 
not involved in the study , and all the children who served as buddies sat down 
at a big table and had a snack together. During the initial baseline period, a 
story was then read to the entire group and then the buddies left to go back to 
their preschool. Once the buddy intervention began, children who were not 
involved in the buddy sessions of the day listened to a story. Children 
involved in the buddy intervention played in their dyad, and then each buddy 
individually rated their buddy session. During the buddy session, social 
interaction data was collected. When the story and buddy sessions were 
concluded, the buddies returned to their preschool. 
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The daily schedule was arranged as such in order to more accurately 
ascertain any generalization effects the buddy intervention had on the social 
interaction level of subsequent free play sessions. Generalization effects were 
assessed in a free play session occcurring at least a day after a buddy 
session occurred. 
Initial Baseline 
Baseline data on the level of interactions for all participants was 
collected during free play sessions. Baseline was conducted until stability had 
been achieved by the buddies who were to participate in the first dyads. 
Stability was defined as the absence of a trend in the data and relatively little 
variability in performance (Kazdin, 1982, p. 1 06). Absence of trend during 
baseline was demonstated by the lack of a tendency for buddy interaction 
between their companions to increase or decrease systematically or 
consistently over time. Relatively little variability was demonstrated by little or 
no fluctuation in the buddies' interactional level with companions over time 
during the baseline period. 
To comply with the format of a mult iple baseline design, baselines of 
participants were of different lengths. according to their placement in the 
experimental design. Baselines ranged from 6 sessions to 18 sessions. Each 
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successive dyad was started when stability was demonstrated and as required 
by the experimental design. 
During baseline , all toys to be used as buddy activities during the buddy 
sessions were present and available. These toys included wagons, building 
blocks, dolls and a dol/house, housekeeping area with dishes, and balls. 
Buddy Intervention 
There were 5 points in time where the buddy intervention was introduced 
to a buddy dyad (see Figure 1 ). 
Buddy intervention for buddy 5-R Intervention was initiated first for a 
constant dyad and for the rotating dyad of buddy 5-R after a 6 session baseline 
(see Figure 1 ). Prior to the first buddy session, the buddies were trained on 
their role as a buddy by the special education teacher (see Buddy Training 
Script, Appendix 1) . They were told that a buddy helped their friends learn to 
play. At the start of each daily buddy session, each buddy was told to play 
with their assigned companion (see Table 3 for dyad pairings). The buddies 
were given specific directions on what to do with their companion from the list 
of buddy activities (see Table 4). 
Table 4 
Buddy Actjyjtjes 
1. Wagon Play 
2. Building Blocks 
3. Dol/house and Dolls 
4 . Housekeeping Area 
5. Ball Play 
These activities were rotated every day. Durimg the buddy session , each 
buddy wore a buddy badge identifying them a.s such (Quintero et al., 1987). 
This badge, provided by the special education teacher, served as a potential 
reinforcer for engaging in buddy activities. All subsequent buddy training and 
buddy sessions were conducted as described in this section. The 
nonhandicapped child designated to be the buddy in the first constant dyad 
dropped out of the study before sufficient data was collected. Buddy 5-R was 
rotated through companions E, F, G, and H during subsequent sessions. 
Buddy intervention for buddies 1-C and 6-R Intervention was initiated 
for buddy 1-C for the constant buddy intervention and buddy 6-R for the 
rotating buddy intervention after a baseline of 11 sessions. Buddy 1-C was 
paired with companion A, and buddy 6-R was paired with companions F, G, H, 
and E on four subsequent session days. Buddy 5-R rotated through several 
companions before he had to leave the study due to a change in family 
vacation plans. However, sufficient data for analyzing results was collected on 
him. 
Buddy intervention for buddies 2-C and 7-R. Buddy intervention was 
initiated with buddy 2-C and companion B in the constant dyad intervention 
and buddy 7-R with companion G in the rotating dyad intervention (see Figure 
1) after 15 sessions of baseline. Buddy 1-C continued buddy sessions with 
companion A and buddy 6-R continued rotating through companions F, G, H, 
and E. 
Buddy intervention for buddies 3-C and 8-R. Two sessions later, the 
buddy intervention was initiated for constant buddy 3-C and rotating buddy 
8-R. These dyads were started at this point after eight sessions of baseline 
because subjects who had dropped out of the study had altered the original 
multiple baseline design. In addition, a time restraint existed due to the length 
of the DCHP preschool summer session thus limiting the number of remaining 
sessions for the study. These dyads were started after stable baselines had 
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been established, to prevent adversely effecting the multiple baseline design 
of the experiment. Buddy 7-R rotated through companions assigned to the 
rotating treatment on subsequent session days. Buddy 6-R continued his 
rotation pattern, and buddy 1-C and companion A and buddy 2-C and 
companion B continued in their buddy dyads. 
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Buddy intervention for buddjes 4-C and 9-R The buddy intervention was 
initiated with buddy 4-C and constant companion Dafter 18 sessions of 
baseline. Buddy 9-R began the buddy intervention after 9 sessions and 
rotated through companions assigned to the rotating intervention on 
subsequent days. Buddies 6-R, 7-R, and 8-R continued their rotation patterns 
and buddies 1-C, 2-C, and 3-C continued in their constant buddy dyads. 
A change in procedures was made at this point in the study. Previously, 
the daily schedule had been arranged so that generalization effects were 
assessed in a free play session following the occurrence of a buddy session . 
Because the buddy session was the last activity of the day, the generalization 
session occurred anywhere from 1 to 6 days after the buddy training session , 
depending on school schedules. A low level of social interaction between 
buddies and companions generalized to these subsequent free play sessions. 
Therefore , at this point in the study, buddy sessions were held at the start of 
the day, followed immediately by the free play session and then snack. This 
change was called the generalization time change intervention. With the 
change, immediate generalization effects of the buddy training session onto 




The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of 
assigned constant buddy dyads a.nd rotating buddy dyads on the social 
interaction of preschoolers who have handicaps and their non handicapped 
peers. Using an existing peer buddy package (FMS Buddy System; Quintero 
et al., 1987), this study examined the differential effects that constant dyads 
and rotating dyads may have had on social interaction levels during buddy 
sessions and free play (generalization) sessions. The study also attempted to 
measure variations in non handicapped preschoolers' attitudes towards 
persons who have handicaps as a function of interacting with children who 
have handicaps. 
Levels of Social Interaction 
Several questions specifically addressed by this research study were 
concerned with the levels of social interaction that occurred between children 
with and without handicaps during buddy and free play sessions. This section 
will present the data that answers those questions. 
Baseline Free Play Sessions 
There was little interaction between children without handicaps 
(buddies) and children with handicaps (companions) during the 20-minute 
free play sessions during baseline (see Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 1 0). Prior 
to their introduction into the buddy intervention, five buddies had no interaction 
with children who have handicaps (Figures 2, 3, 4, 7, and 1 0) and two buddies 
had one instance of interaction with children who have handicaps (Figures 6 
and 9). There were two exceptions to this trend. Buddies 4-C and 7-R did 
interact with children who have handicaps prior to their introduction to the 
buddy intervention (Figures 5 and 8) . It must be noted that both buddies 
interacted with several different handicapped peers minimally. Both buddies 


































Baseline Constant Buddy Intervention 
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
--1 I- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 2. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 1-C 








































Intervention nme Change 
(ff e play sess· ns) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 3. Level of social interact ion during free play between buddy 2-C 






































Intervention Time Change 
(free play sessions) 
• 
o HHHHHHHHI • • II • • l~l........i...---
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
--j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 4. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 3-C 

































Constant Buddy Intervention/ 
Generalization Time Change 
(free play sessions) 
I 
o H f----H--e---1 H ~y 1----
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Figure 5 
Sessions 
--! f-- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 4-C 



































Baseline Rotating Buddy Intervention 






2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
---1 f--- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 6. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 5-R 

































Baseline Rotating Buddy Intervention 
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Sessions 
---j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not reco rded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 7. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 6-R 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 1718 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-H-= Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
FigLJrfl !). Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 7-R 
and children with handicaps. 



































lnte~eniion Time Change 
(free play 
se sions) 
0 HHHHHHHHI I I • I I f---
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 ' 5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 9. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 8-R 






































Rotating Buddy Intervention/ 
Generalization Time Change 
(free play sessions) 
II\ HHHHHHHHI • • • • • • • • II ' .. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or 
data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day 
Figure 10. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 9-R 
and children with handicaps. 
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each during free play on different occasions. In addition, buddy 7-R interacted 
with a child who had handicaps who was not included as a companion in the 
study. Table 5 further describes the interactions that occurred during baseline 
free play sessions. The mean level of interaction between children who 
became constant buddies and children who had handicaps was 2.7% with a 
range of 0% to 1 0.6%. For children who became rotating buddies, the mean 
level of interaction with children who had handicaps during baseline free play 
sessions was 3.2% with a range of 0 to 12%. 
Although little social interaction occurred between the preschoolers with 
and without handicaps during baseline free play sessions, interaction did 
occurr. Interaction occurred primarily between children with handicaps and 
other children with handicaps (see Figures 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18), 
or between children without handicaps and other children without handicaps 
(Figures 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27). 
Buddy Sessions 
During the buddy sessions, a non handicapped child who had been 
trained to be a buddy was paired with a specific companion with handicaps to 
play and interact. If the buddy was designated to be in a constant dyad, the 
buddy was paired with the same companion throughout buddy play sessions. 
If the buddy was designated to be in a rotating dyad, the buddy was rotated 
through four different companions. In both the constant dyads and the rotating 
dyads, an appropriate level of social interaction (defined previously as 
interaction occurring during at least 20% to 40% of the intervals) occurred 
during buddy sessions between buddies and their companions (Figures 28, 
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36). Constant buddies and their companions 
exhibited a mean level of interation of 40.9% with a range of 28% to 72% 
(Table 5). Rotating buddies and companions had a 32.5% mean level of 
interaction with a range of 26.4% to 46.9% (Table 5). In a few cases, a low 
level of prompting (shown in Figures 28-36) from supervising teachers was 
necessary to either initiate the interaction or to help maintain it once the 
children had began to play together. These prompts were an extension of the 
buddy training script and consisted of teachers reminding the buddies of their 
Table 5 
I !lll!lls Qf loter!;JQJiQn 6etween EliJddi!ls and Qbild[!lO ~bQ t:lall!l 
t:laodis:<aps Qprin!J Eree Elal1 aod 6uddl1 S!lsSiQDS 
Buddies Baseline Buddy Generalization Buddy 
Intervention Time Change Sessions 
Constant 
1-C M=O% M=O% M=20.8% M=28% 
R=O R=O R=0-75% R=0-75% 
2-C M=O% M=12.5% M=2.8% M=34.5% 
R=O R=0-25% R=0-8.3% R=0-100% 
3-C M=O% M=66.6% M=35.4% M=72% 
R=O R=66-6% R=16.7-66.6% R=58.3-83.3% 
4-C M=10.6% M=25% M=29% 
R=0-58.3% R=16.7-33.3% R=16.7-50% 
Mean M=2.7% M=26% M=21% M=40.9% 
Totals : R=0-10.6% R=0-66.6% R=2.8-35.4% R=28-72% 
Rotating 
5-R M=2.8% M=9.7% M=29.9% 
R=0-8.3% R=0-25% R=0-91 .6% 
6-R M=O% M=O% M=2.8% M=30% 
R=O R=O R=0-8.3% R=16.7-75% 
7-R M=12% M=2.8% M=2.8% M=46.9% 
R=0-50% R=0-8.3% R=0-8.3% R=8.3-75% 
8-R M=1 .2% M=O% M=25% M=26.4% 
R=0-8 .3% R=O R=0-75% R=8.3-50% 
9-R M=O% M=2.1% M=29.2% 
R=O R=0-8.3% R=8.3-50% 
Mean M=3.2% M=2.9% M=8.2% M=32.5% 
Totals: R=0-12% R=0-9.7% R=2.1-25% R=26.4-46.9% 
* Buddy Intervention and Generalization Time Change occurred 
simultaneously for this subject. 
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1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15161718 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 11. Level of social interaction during free play between 














































0 H ............... ..._ _ ____.__..___...._._·---fH l HHH I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
--j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 12. Level of social interaction during free play between 








































Intervention Time Change 
(free play sessions) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 1 3 1 4 1 5 16 17 1 8 1 9 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 13. Level of social interaction during free play between 





































Constant Buddy Intervention! 
Generalization Time Change 
free play sessions) 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day_ 
Figure 14. Level of social interaction during free play between 

































Baseline Rotating Buddy Intervention 







~ r---------......._..,____"-i H 1--+---ll 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 1 3 1 4 1 5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j I- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 15. Level of social interaction during free play between 



































Base line Rotating Buddy Intervention 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 16. Level of social interaction during free play between 





















Rotati ng Buddy Invention 
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 1 3 14 1 5 16 17 18 1 9 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-1 f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 17. Level of social interaction during free play between 


































Baseline Rotating Buddy Intervention 





1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
--j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 18. Level of social interaction during free play between 


















1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sess ions 
---j 1- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 19. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 1-C 













Buddy Time Change 
Baseline Intervention (free play sessions) 
I 
II 
o HHH ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 13 1 4 1 5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 20. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 2-C 



































Intervention Time Change 
(free pia sessions) 
:: HHHHHHHHI _j~(l.lr 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
--1 f-- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 21. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 3-C 












Constant Buddy Intervention/ 
Generalization Time Change 
(free play sessions) 
10 J\ 
oH~---HrY~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 22. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 4-C 




































Rotating Buddy Intervention 
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 4 1 5 16 17 1 8 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
---j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 23. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 5-R 



























Baseline Rotating Buddy Intervention 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
---1 f-- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 24. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 6-R 










































Intervention Time Change 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 1 3 14 1 5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 25. Level of social interact ion during free play between buddy 7-R 






































tnte~enrion Time Change 
{free play sessions) 
o H H H H H H H H f--4---__,._-~....., ~-+-++-+---
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 13 14 1 5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j f- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day . 
Figure 26. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 8-R 




































Rotating Buddy lnterventiorV 
Generalization Time Change 
(free lay sessions) 
o H H H H H H H H ~--+-------+-----ll--l-----+---
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1 9 20 21 22 
Sessions 
-j I- = Indicates where buddy was absent or data 
was not recorded for the buddy that day. 
Figure 27. Level of social interaction during free play between buddy 9-R 
and chi ldren without handicaps. 
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........... Level of interaction 
o--o Level of prompting by teachers 
Figure 28. Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Sessions 
e---e Level of interaction 
C>--0 Level of prompting by teachers 
Ejgure 29 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 

















.......-. Level of interaction 
~ Level of prompting by teachers 
(buddy sessions) 
Sessions 
Figure 30 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
constant buddy 3-C and companion. 
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Fjgure 31 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Figure 32 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Figure 33 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Figure 34 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Figure 35 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
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Fjgure 36 Level of social interaction during buddy sessions between 
rotating buddy 9-R and companions. 
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special role of helping their companions learn to play. The number of 
sessions buddies from constant dyads spent with their companions was about 
equal to the number of sessions buddies from rotating dyads spent with their 
companions (Table 6). The children in the constant dyads, on the average, 
spent 6.25 buddy sessions together with a range of 4 to 8 buddy sessions. 
Rotating buddies spent an average of 7 sessions in buddy sessions (across 4 
companions) with a range of 4 to 1 0. However, the constant buddies spent an 
average of 6.25 sessions with the same companion whereas the rotating 
buddies spent an average of 1.6 buddy sessions with any one companion with 
a range of 1 to 4 buddy sessions. 
Free Play Sessions During 
the Buddy Interventions 
Some buddies chose playing with their paired companions during 
subsequent free play sessions (generalization). Buddies 1-C and 5-R each 
did so once (see Figures 2 and 6). Buddy 3-C showed significant social 
interaction with her constant companion during free play sessions after being 
introduced to the buddy intervention (Figure 4) . For 2 of the constant buddies 
and 4 of the rotating buddies, however, there was no generalization. These 
buddies did not play with their assigned companions in subsequent free play 
sessions prior to the generalization time change intervention. 
After buddies 1-C and 5-R had been introduced to the buddy 
intervention, they each played with children who had handicaps who were not 
their assigned companions (Figures 2 and 6). In both cases, the buddies 
demonstrated subsequent free play behavior with assigned companions. 
These buddies had little or no previous social interactions with children who 
had handicaps during free play sessions during baseline. 
Generalization Time Change Intervention 
In order to more accurately ascertain any generalization effects the 
buddy condition had on subsequent social interaction between children with 
and without handicaps, buddy sessions had been the last activity of the day. 
The next meeting of the children began with the free play session (where 
Table 6 
Number of Sessions BtJddy pyads Shared 















1.6 = Mean no. of sessions rotating 
buddies spent with each 
individual alternating companion 
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generalization effects were measured), followed by a snack and the next 
buddy session . This free play generalization session occurred between 1 and 
6 days after the buddy session. In 75% of the sessions, the free play 
generalization session was 1 day later. In one case (6%) this session was 
3 days later and 19% of the time , this session was 4 to 6 days later. Due to the 
low level of social interaction between buddies and companions that was 
occurring during these subsequent generalization free play sessions, the 
order of the intervention was changed. During the last week of the program , 
buddy sessions were he ld at the start of the meeting of the children, followed 
immediately by the free play period and then a snack. This intervention was 
called the generalization time change intervention. With the change in 
schedule , immediate generalization effects of the buddy training sessions to 
subsequent free play sessions could be assessed. 
With the generalization time change intervention, an increase in social 
interactions between children with and without handicaps was noted. Buddies 
1-C and companion A, 3-C and companion C, and 4-C and companion D all 
increased their level of play with each other during the subsequent free play 
sessions (see Figures 2, 4, and 5 for levels of interaction). Buddy 2-C, whose 
assigned companion was absent that week, had an instance of interacting with 
another child who had handicaps (Figure 3) and buddy 4-C also interacted 
with a child who had handicaps with whom he hadn't been paired (Figure 5) . 
Buddies 6-R , 7-R, and 8-R all had incidences of interacting with a previous 
companion (see Figures 7, 8, and 9). Buddy 9-R, who had no previous 
interactions with a child who had handicaps outside of the buddy sessions 
showed an incident of interaction (Figure 1 0). Due to the small number of 
sessions in the generalization time change intervention, the durability of 
interactions could not be assessed. 
Reciprocated Interactions 
Data collected in this study also included the rate of reciprocated 
interactions made during free play sessions (Table 7) . Social initiations made 
by nonhandicapped children to other nonhandicapped children during free 
play sessions were positively reciprocated at a very high rate (range of 88% to 
98%) throughout the study. Social initiations made by constant buddies to 
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Table 7 
Summa~ Qf R~ci Qroca!ion§ !Q lni!i<J!iQn:;> During Fr~~ PI<!~ S~:;,:;>iQnll 
Reciprocations 
Interactions Positive No Reciprocation Negative 
Constant Buddies 
Baseline In itiations 
NHto NH 96% 2% 2% 
NHtoH 25% 20% 55% 
Hto NH 82% 6% 12% 
Buddy Intervention 
NH to NH 94% 6% 0% 
NHtoH 66% 14% 20% 
Hto NH 100% 0% 0% 
Generalization Time Change 
NHto NH 88% 12% 0% 
NHto H 94% 6% 0% 
Hto NH 96% 0% 4% 
Rotating Buddies 
Baseline Initiations 
NH to NH 91% 6% 3% 
NHtoH 55% 14% 31% 
Hto NH 85% 9% 6% 
Buddy Intervention 
NH to NH 98% 2% 0% 
NHtoH 69% 9% 22% 
Hto NH 67% 11% 22% 
Generalization Time Change 
NH to NH 100% 0% 0% 
NHto H 100% 0% 0% 
Hto NH 92% 8% 0% 
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children with handicaps were positively reciprocated at a rate of 25% during 
baseline free play sessions, 66% during buddy intervention free play sessions, 
and 94% during generalization time change free play sessions. Social 
initiations made by rotating buddies to children with handicaps were positively 
reciprocated at a rate of 55% during baseline free play sessions, 69% during 
buddy intervention free play sessions, and 100% during generalization time 
change free play sessions. In addition, negative reciprocations by children 
with handicaps to the initiations of both constant buddies and rotating buddies 
decreased from baseline levels of 55% and 31% to 0% and 0%, respectively. 
Sociometric Outcomes 
An additional area addressed by this study was the effect interaction with 
children who had handicaps would have on sociometric ratings made by the 
non handicapped children. This section will respond to those research 
questions. 
A sociometric rating scale was used to obtain a measure of the playmate 
preference of the companions for each of the buddies. Each buddy was asked 
to assign pictures of one of three faces to each of the children with handicaps 
according to how much they liked to play with that person: a happy face, a 
neutral face, and a sad face (Asher et a/., 1979). These ratings took place at 
five different points of the intervention: alter baseline was completed by the 
first buddy dyad introduced to the buddy intervention, prior to each 
subsequent buddy intervention introduction, and at the end of the study. 
Results from individual buddies describing their assigned companions varied 
(Table 8) . Sociometric rating changes made by buddy 1-C cannot be 
attributed to the intervention because baseline ratings were not obtained. 
However, ratings made by buddy 1-C about her companion during the Buddy 
Intervention became more positive over time. Buddy 2-C gave her assigned 
companion the highest rating throughout all conditions of the study. This 
rating did not change alter intervention. Buddy 3-C gave her companion 
higher sociometric ratings after being assigned her buddy and thus having an 
opportunity to interact. Prior to the Buddy Intervention, buddy 3-C gave her 
companion a low sociometric rating. Buddy 4-C had given his companion a 
Table 8 77 
Socjometrjc Ratjngs of Companions by Their pyad Buddjes Oyer Tjme 
high rating during baseline , and then a low rating prior to being assigned her 
buddy. This low rating remained unchanged after intervention. 
Buddy 5-R rated all companions he had been paired with equally high 
(Table 8) . Although limited post intervention data was available due to his 
early departure from the study , the positive ratings did not change after 
intervention. During the Buddy Intervention , Buddy 6-R rated two of the 
companions with whom he had been paired a score of 3 after one pairing (F 
and G) and ratings remained the same for two companions (E and H). Then 
buddy 6-R gave low ratings to the companions he had given high ratings to (F 
and G) and the ratings of the two other companions remained unchanged (E 
and H). At the end of the study, ratings for companions F, G, and H remained 
the same, and buddy 6-R rated companion E more positively. During 
baseline, ratings by buddy 7-R for companions decreased for companions E, 
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F, and G. Ratings for companion H remained a score of 3 throughout baseline. 
Buddy 7-R rated companion E more positively, G and H more negatively, and 
F the same after 7-R had been paired with them for the Buddy Intervention. 
His ratings for companions E and F remained the same and his ratings for G 
and H became more positive by the end of the study. Buddy 8-R rated all 
paired companions a score of 3, the highest rating, during baseline. After his 
introduction to the Buddy Intervention , buddy 8-R rated all his paired 
companions consistently one score lower. By the end of the study, 8-R rated 
all companions the lowest score. Buddy 9-R rated companions F, G, and H 
more positively after being paired in a dyad with them. Ratings for companion 
E stayed consistently negative throughout. On the average, of the 4 rotating 
companions, companion H received the most positive ratings by the rotating 
buddies. 
The mean ratings constant buddies gave companions A, C, F, G and H 
became more positive from overall baseline ratings to ratings made at the end 
of the study (Table 9). The mean sociometric ratings of the companions from 
overall baseline raings to ratings made at the end of the study by the rotating 
buddies became more negative for every companion (Table 9). 
Table 9 
M!lan SQQiQm!ltriQ R9! i ng~ Qf CQmQgniQn~ Q~ QQn~t9nt BL!QQi!l~ 
aod BQlatiog 6!Jddi!ls AQrQss S!lssiQns 
Companions 
Ratings A B c D 
Constant Buddies 
Initial baseline 2.66 2.0 3.0 
Overall basel ine 2.33 2.44 2.11 2.66 
Buddy Intervention 2.5 2.25 2.25 3.0 
End of study (GTC) 3.0 2.0 2.25 2.25 
Rotaing Buddies 
Initial baseline 2.33 3.0 2.66 
Overall baseline 1.66 2.33 2.22 2.22 
Buddy Intervention 2.4 2.8 2.2 2.2 
End of study (GTC) 1.5 1.75 1.0 2.0 
Mean Totals 
lnital baseline 2.5 2.5 2.83 
Overall baseline 2.0 2.38 2.17 2.44 
Buddy Intervention 2.4 2.55 2.22 2.55 
End of Study (GTC) 2.25 1.88 1.63 2.1 3 
• Data Missing 
E F G 
2.66 2.0 2.0 
2.22 2.22 2.11 
2.0 2.0 2.25 
1.75 2.25 2.5 
2.22 2.22 2.11 
1.77 1.88 2.44 
2.0 2.0 2.0 
1.75 1.5 1.5 
2.5 2.17 2.5 
2.0 2.05 2.28 
2.0 2.0 2.11 
1.75 1.88 2.0 
Ke~ lQ R9tings 
© Score of3 
@ Score of 2 
















Several research questions were concerned with variations in attitudes 
of the nonhandicapped buddies after participation in a program that provided 
the opportunity for interaction with children who have handicaps. This section 
will address those questions. 
Pretreatment and Posttreatment 
Buddy Attitude Assessment 
An individually administered measure of each buddy's acceptance of 
persons who have handicaps was taken by each nonhandicapped subject 
prior to the buddy intervention (pretreatment) and at the end of the study 
(posttreatment). The buddy was orally given a sequence of 20 questions 
designed to measure the child's attitudes about people who have handicaps 
(see Appendix D) . Positive attitudes towards persons with handicaps were 
indicated by higher scores. The highest score possible on the assessment 
was 20, thus indicating very positive attitudes towards persons who have 
handicaps. Pretreatment and posttreatment assessment scores were 
collected for subjects 1-C, 2-C, 3-C, 4-C, 6-R, 7-R, 8-R, and 9-R. Buddy 5-R 
left the study before a posttreatment assessment was administered. 
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The mean score for all the buddies on the pretreatment assessment was 
13.8 with a range of scores from 5 to 19 (Table 1 0) . For children who became 
constant buddies , the mean pretreatment score was 15.8 (range of 9 to 19). 
Children who became rotating buddies had a mean pretreatment score of 12.3 
(range of 5 to 18). The mean score of posttreatment assessment scores was 
14.4 with a range of scores from 8 to 19 correct . Constant buddies had a 
mean score of 16.5 (range of 16 to 17) and rotating buddies had a mean score 
of 12.3 (range of 8 to 19). Five of the eight assessment scores improved from 
pretreatment to posttreatment, a change slightly better than chance. Of these 
five, two were constant buddies' scores and three were rotating buddies' 
scores. The mean of score improvement for the five subjects was 3.4 with a 
range of 1 to 7. Of the three scores that worsened from pretreatment to 
Table 10 




Pretreatment Posttreatment Difference 
(Score out of a total possible of 20) 
1-C constant 19 16 -3 
2-C constant 9 16 +7 
3-C constant 16 17 +1 
4-C constant 19 _17_ -2 
Submean Total= 15.8 16.5 +.75 
5-R rotating 12 
6-R rotating 18 19 +1 
7-R rotating 5 9 +4 
8-R rotating 17 8 -9 
9-R rotating 9 13 +4 
Submean Total= 12.3 12.3 0 
TOTAL MEAN SCORES= 13.8 14.4 
* Data Missing 
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posttreatment, two were constant buddies' sco1res and one was a rotating 
buddy's score. The mean of declining scores was by 4.7 with a range of 2 to 9. 
Buddy 8-R had the largest discrepancy fnom pretreatment assessment 
score and posttreatment assessment score. His score worsened by 9 points. 
Buddy 2-C had the greatest improvement in sc,ores. Her pretreatment 
assessment score was 9 and her posttreatment score was 16. This was an 
improvement of 7 points. 
Daily Attitude Measurement 
At the start of every session, each buddy was given the opportunity to 
rate his/her feelings about coming over to the Developmental Center for 
Handicapped Persons to play. This method of monitoring buddies' attitudes 
consisted of a child selecting one of three faces that represented their current 
attitude: a happy face, a neutral face, and a sad face. Data collectors and/or 
supervising teachers also recorded their impressions of each buddies' daily 
attitude as a reliability check on the feedback. Data was sufficient to report on 
all children who served as buddies (subjects 1 through 9) . Based on a similar 
three-point rating scale as described before , th is measure scored the happy 
face 3, the neutral face 2, and the sad face 1. Table 11 lists each buddy's daily 
rating along with the corresponding teacher reliability rating. Table 12 
summarizes this data. The mean rating of daily attitudes by constant buddies 
during baseline was 2.56 with a range of 2.33 to 2.83. Ratings became more 
positive for three of four constant buddies during the buddy intervention. 
Ratings by buddy 3-C did not become more positive during the buddy 
intervention, but did improve to the highest rating possible during the 
generalization time change intervention. Buddy 1-C maintained the highest 
possible ratings during the time change intervention. Buddy 2-C's ratings 
slightly declined during the generalization time change intervention. The 
mean daily ratings by the teachers for the constant buddies was 2.61 for 
baseline, 2.8 for the buddy intervention, and 3.0 for the generalization time 
change intervention. 
The mean rating of daily attitudes by rotating buddies during baseline 
was 2.82 with a range of 2.34 to 3.0. In one case (buddy 8-R), ratings became 
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Oailll 8llilude Measu(ement tlll tlw::!dies aod Iea!:<bfl(S Ia~eo tlefQ(fl SessiQDS 
Buddies 
Daily 
1-C 2-C 3-C 4-C 5-R 6-R 7-R 8-R 9-R Session# 
Baseline 
1 2(3) 3(2) 3(2) 
2 3(3) 3(3) 
3 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
4 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
5 3(3) 2(2) 3(2) 3(3) 3(2) 3(3) 
Buddy Intervention 
6 3(2) 1 (2) 2(2) 3(3) 3(3) 3(1) 
7 3(2) 2(3) _3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
8 3(3) 3(3) 2(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
9 2(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
10 1 (2) 3(3) 2(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 2(2) 3(2) 
11 3(1) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 2(3) 3(3) 
12 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 1(3) 3(3) 
13 3(2) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(2) 
14 3(2) 3(2) 2(2) 2(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
15 3(3) 3(3) 1(2) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(2) 3(3) 
16 3(3) 3(3) 3(2) . 3(3) 1(3) 1(3) 3(3) 
17 3(3) 3(3) 2(2) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
18 3(3) 3(3) 2(3) 3(3) . 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
Time Change 
19 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) . 3(3) 1 (2) 2(2) 1 (3) 
20 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) . 3(3) 1(3) 1 (3) 1(2) 
21 3(3) 2(3) 3(3) 3(3) . 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
22 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) . 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 
(Teacher ratings in parentheses) 
~fllllQ Bating:;; 
• Data missing or no data reported © = Score of 3 
Point in study where buddy intervention was started @ = Score of 2 
@ = Score of 1 
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S!JmmaO£ Qf 1:1ail:i 8!lii!Jdtl Measu[eOJSlDI tl:i Buddies aod Ieae<b!l[S Ia~eo 
6efQre Ses::;iQns 
Buddies Base line Mean Buddy Generalization 
Intervention Mean Time Change 
Constant 
1-C 2.83 (2.83) 3.0(2.71) 3.0 (3.0) 
2-C 2.33 (2.22) 3.0 (3.0) 2.75 (3.0) 
3-C 2.4 (2.6) 2.0 (2.5) 3.0 (3.0) 
4-C 2.71 (278) 3.0 (3.0) 
Mean 2.56 (2.6 1) 2.75(2.8) 2.92 (3.0) 
Rotating 
5-R 3.0 (2.8) 3.0 (3.0) 
6-R 3.0 (2.9) 3.0 (3.0) 3.0 (3.0) 
7-R 2.8 (2.8) 2.5 (3.0) 2.0 (2.75) 
8-R 2.34 (2.67) 3.0 (3.0) 2.25 (2.75) 
9-R 3.0 (2 .78) 2.0 (2.75) 
Mean 2.82 (2.79) 2.7(2.95) 2.42 (2.83) 
(Teacher ratings in parentheses) 
• Buddy Intervention and Generalization 
Time Change occurred simultaneously 
for this subect. Ke:i tQ Ratings 
© Score of3 
@ Score of2 
@ Score of 1 
•• Data missing due to absence. 
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more positive during intervention and in two cases (buddies 5-R and 6-R), 
ratings remained the same. In two cases (buddies 7-R and 9-R), daily attitude 
ratings appeared to become more negative during intervention. However, 
when comparing the mean ratings buddy 7-R made the 4 days prior to 
intervention, his ratings did become more positive during intervention (2.25 to 
2.5). Mean daily ratings by the rotating buddies during the generalization time 
change became more negative for buddies 7-R and 8-R and remained equally 
positive for buddy 6-R. The mean ratings by the teachers for the rotating 
buddies was 2.79 for baseline, 2.95 for the buddy intervention, and 2.83 for 
the generalization time change intervention. 
The point-by-point agreement ratio was used to calculate reliability 
between the ratings made by the buddies and by the teachers. The formula 
used was the total number of agreements in daily attitude ratings by the 
buddies and the teachers was divided by agreements plus disagreements 
multiplied by 100 to form a percentage (Kazdin , 1982). The calculated 
reliability between constant buddies' ratings and teacher ratings during 
baseline was 59% and during intervention was 86%. The calculated reliability 
between rotating buddies' ratings and teacher ratings during baseline was 
74% and during intervention was 83%. 
Buddy Attitude Measurement 
A similar 3-point rating system as described in the previous section was 
utilized to collect standardized feedback from each buddy only after 
participating in a buddy session . Each buddy was asked to rate their 
experience by selecting the face that best described their buddy experience: a 
happy face, a neutral face, and a sad face. The supervising special education 
teacher also rated the session in an attempt to validate the buddy's response. 
The mean rating of buddy attitudes by the buddies was 2.91 during the buddy 
intervention and 2.88 during the generalization time change intervention, a 
highly favorable response (Table 13). Children who served as constant 
buddies rated their buddy attitudes during the buddy intervention at a mean of 
2.81 with a range of 2.43-3.0. The teacher rated the constant buddies' mean 
buddy attitude during the buddy intervention at 2.88 with a range of 2.71 to 3. 
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Table 13 
Summarv of Buddy A!!itude Measurement by Buddjes and Teachers Taken 
a1 the End of Each Buddy Session 
Buddies Buddy Generalization 













TOTAL MEAN RATING= 
(Teacher rating in parentheses) 
* Buddy Intervention and 
Generalization Time Change 
occurred simultaneously for 
this subject. 
** Data missing due to absence. 
2.8 (2.8) 3.0 (3.0) 
2.43 {2.71) 3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 (3.0) 3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 (3.0) 
2.81 (2.88) 3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 (3.0) 3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 {3.0) 2.5 {3.0) 
3.0 {3.0) 2.75 (3.0) 
3.0 (3.0) 
3.0 {3.0) 2.75 (3.0) 
2.91 (2.95) 2.88 (3.0) 
Key to Ratings 
© Score of3 
@ Score of 2 
@ = Score of 1 
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During the generalization time change intervention, both constant buddies and 
the teacher rated attitudes at 3.0, the highest rating possible. Children who 
served as rotating buddies and the teacher rated their buddy attitudes during 
the buddy intervention at a mean of 3.0. During the generalization time 
change intervention, rotating buddies rated their buddy attitudes 2.75 and the 
teacher rated attitudes at 3.0. The point-by-point agreement ratio was used to 
calculate reliability between the ratings made by the buddies and the ratings 
made by the teacher. The calculated reliability between constant buddies' 
ratings and teacher ratings was 96%. The calculated reliability between 
rotating buddies' ratings and teacher ratings was 80%. 
Follow-Up Attitude Measurement 
One week after the study had been completed, subjects who had served 
as buddies were asked to express how they felt about their buddy experience 
through the same three choice rating system as described previously: a happy 
face, a neutral face, and a sad face. This data was colleted on all subjects 
except 5-R who had left the study some weeks previously. At the 1-week 
follow-up, all children who had participated as buddies rated their experience 
a happy face , the highest rating possible. 
Data Summarv 
Table 14 presents a summary of all data presented for each buddy. The 
fable includes levels of interaction during the different interventions and the 
various attitudinal ratings made by each buddy. 
lnterobserver Agreement 
The point-by-point agreement ratio was used to calculate interobserver 
agreement on the social interaction data. The formula used for computing 
agreement was total number of agreements by the observers on the specific 
intervals during the session divided by agreements plus disagreements 
multiplied by 100 to form a percentage (Kazdin, 1982). The calculated overall 
Table 14 
SummatY Tatll~ fQr B!.!ddi~~· DSJ.tll 
Buddies 
1-C 2-C 3-C 4-C 5-R 6-R 7-R 8-R 9-R 
INTERACTION 




28% 34.5%72% 29% 29.9% 30% 46.9% 26.4% 29.2% 
Buddy 0% 12.5% 66.6% 25% 9.7% 0% 2.8% 0% 2.1% 
lnterven. 
Gen. Time 20.8% 2.8% 35.4% . 2.8% 2.8% 25% 
Change 
ATTITUDES 
Daily 2.83 2.33 2.4 2.71 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.34 3.0 
baseline 
Daily 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 3.0 2.0 
Bud. Int. 
Buddy 2.8 2.43 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 3.0 2.0 
attitudes 
Daily 3.0 2.75 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.25 
GTC 
Buddy 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.75 
GTC 
Pre to -3 +7 +1 -2 +1 +4 -9 +4 
Post 




• Buddy Intervention and Generalization Time Change occurred 
simultaneously for this subject. 
•• Data missing due to absence. 
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average percentage of interobserver agreement was 93.8%. For baseline 
observations, interobserver agreement was 97% for interactions involving 
constant buddies and 91% for interactions involving rotating buddies. During 
the buddy intervention, interobserver agreement was 97.75% for constant 
buddy interactions and 89.25% for rotating buddy interactions. For 
interactions occurring during generalization time change intervention, 
interobservor agreement was 86.83% for constant buddy interactions and 
100% for rotating buddy interactions. These levels were above the acceptable 
level of agreement traditionally set at 80% (Kazdin, 1982). 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
In this chapter, general fi ndings of the study are discussed. Threats to 
internal and external val idity will be presented. The chapter will conclude with 
recommendations for future research. 
Summary of Findings 
Results indicated that the pairing of children with and without handicaps 
in constant and rotating dyads during regular buddy play sessions significantly 
increased interactions between children with and without handicaps during 
the buddy sessions (Figures 29-36) as compared to preintervention free play 
interaction levels (Table 5). The level of interaction that occurred during the 
buddy sessions was at an appropriate level of interaction for preschoolers. 
During subsequent free play generalization sessions, generalization of social 
interaction from the buddy play sessions occurred for some subjects. Two 
constant buddies and one rotating buddy chose playing with their paired 
companions during these free play sessions. However, six buddies chose not 
to play with their companions. Due to the low level of social interaction during 
the subsequent free play sessions, the generalization time change 
intervention was instituted. Buddy sessions were immediately followed by the 
free play generalization sessions. An increase of social interactions between 
children with and without handicaps was noted with the change in intervention 
for all eight nonhandicapped subjects, and three constant buddies and three 
rotating buddies interacted with companions. These findings demonstrated 
results similar to those of other researchers who worked at modifying the level 
of social interaction between children with and without handicaps: the levels 
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of positive social interactions were increased during intervention, but the effect 
was difficult to generalize (Odom, Hoyson, Jamieson, & Strain, 1985; Strain, 
1981). 
Sociometric ratings of the companions by the nonhandicapped buddies 
occurred at five different points in the study. Buddies from constant dyads 
generally rated all companions more positively than buddies from rotating 
dyads (Tables 8 and 9). Three of the four buddies from constant dyads rated 
their constant companion more positively after having been paired with the 
companion in a buddy dyad. Four of the five buddies from rotating dyads rated 
at least one of their rotating companions more negatively after having been 
paired with them. For three of the rotating buddies, however, at least one 
companion's ratings became more positive after the buddy intervention. 
In five out of eight cases, the children who served as buddies indicated 
some improvement in their acceptance of persons who have handicaps on a 
pretreatment and posttreatment assessment measurement (Table 1 0). The 
buddies reported a favorable daily attitude rating which reflected their feelings 
about their opportunity to interact with children who have handicaps (Tables 
11 and 12). Once the buddy intervention was instigated, constant buddies 
rated their daily experience more positively than did rotating buddies. Both 
constant buddies and rotating buddies rated their buddy experience positively 
during the buddy intervention (Table 13) and at a 1 week follow-up interview. 
These results are congruent with other researchers who have reported that 
structured positive social interactions between children with and without 
handicaps facilitated social acceptance of children who have handicaps by 
regular students in integrated settings (Esposito & Reed, 1986; McHale & 
Simeonsson ,1980; Stainback & Stainback, 1981; Voeltz, 1980, 1982) 
However, no researcher combined data from direct observations in 
intervention and generalization settings, sociometric reports, and daily attitude 
reports in the way this study did in order to interpret results. 
Discussion of Findings 
Levels of Social Interaction 
There was little interaction between the children who served as buddies 
and the children who served as companions during baseline conditions 
(Figures 2-1 0). These data agree with those reported by Strain (1984a), in 
which preschoolers without handicaps, when given the choice of playing with 
children who have handicaps and children who do not have handicaps, tend 
to select non handicapped friends ; and by Guralnick (1980) , since the 
non handicapped children in this study had a preference for interaction with 
other higher functioning children rather than the companions, who were 
severely handicapped. Additionally, during baseline conditions the data in 
this study demonstrated that the social interactions of the nonhandicapped 
children were more frequent than those of the children with handicaps (see 
Table 5), which is in agreement with reported data (Guralnick & Groom, 1988). 
Specialized programs with the purpose of promoting interaction between 
children with and without handicaps have been developed (Almond et al. , 
1979; Quintero et al. , 1987; Strain , 1981 ; Voeltz, 1982; Voeltz et al., 1983). 
These programs provide the structure to encourage positive social interaction 
between children with and without handicaps as interaction will not occur with 
physical integration alone (Guralnick, 1980). In this study, the FMS Buddy 
System (Quintero et al. , 1987) provided the structure to encourage positive 
social interaction between children without handicaps (the buddies) and their 
peers who had handicaps (the companions). 
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During the buddy sessions , when the non handicapped buddy of the 
dyad was instructed to play with his/her assigned companion, an appropriate 
rate (at least 20%-40%) of positive interaction occurred (Table 5, Figures 
29-37). Appropriate social interaction occurred between buddy and 
companion in both constant dyads and in rotating dyads. In all cases, the level 
of interaction during buddy play sessions was greater than the interaction that 
occurred during baseline conditions. This finding was similar to others who 
report that when chi ldren without handicaps are taught how to initiate contact 
(Odom et al., 1985; Odom et al. , 1986; Strain & Odom, 1986) or interact with 
children who have handicaps (Almond et al. , 1979), they do so more often. 
One difference to be noted about the interactions in the buddy dyads in this 
study as compared to other peer-initiation interventions was that the level of 
social interaction in the buddy dyads was achieved with a minimum of teacher 
prompting during the interactions (see Figures 29-37). Other studies have 
u1ilized a high level of teacher prompting to increase the social interaction 
between the non handicapped confederates and their handicapped peers 
(e.g ., Odom et al. , 1985; Strain et al. , 1977; Strain, 1983). The level of social 
interaction present in the buddy dyads during buddy sessions demonstrated 
the efficacy of the FMS Buddy System as a method to increase social 
interaction levels between children with and without handicaps. Another 
difference to be noted about this peer intervention was that the severity of the 
handicapping conditions the children who served as companions had was 
greater than that which is often seen in other studies that encourage 
interaction between children with and without handicaps (Guralnick, 1986). 
The high level of social interaction present in buddy dyads was 
understandable for several reasons. First, in the buddy dyads, the 
non handicapped children were assigned a directive role as an agent of 
change (e.g., "help these children learn to play''), which was carried out in a 
specifically arranged situation that was conducive to interaction (Guralnick, 
1986). Second, the activities in which the buddy dyads were directed to 
participate were highly structured (e.g ., wagon play, balls, house) and 
facilitated interaction (Burstein , 1986). Third, during the buddy condition, the 
children without handicaps did not have the choice of playing with preferred 
nonhandicapped playmates (Strain , 1984a). 
The mean level of interaction achieved during the buddy dyad sessions 
was not generalized to subsequent free play sessions for six of eight subjects. 
Unfortunately, the unimpressive or absence of generalization in 
peer-mediated interventions is a consistent and troublesome finding in the 
literature (Odom et al., 1985; Strain, 1981, 1984b). In this study, there were 
different generalization effects for the children who participated in the buddy 
intervention in a constant dyad , for the children who participated in the buddy 
intervention in a rotating dyad, and during the generalization time change 
intervention where treatment order was altered and immediate generalization 
effects could be attained. There are several possible explanations for the 
difference of generalization social interaction levels. Each situation and 
possible reasons for the results attained will be addressed separately. 
In general, unimpressive generalization results from intervention to 
generalization sessions is due to a lack of specific procedures implemented 
during intervention to ensure that generalized behavior change will be 
accomplished (Stokes & Osnes, 1986). Although certain generalization tactics 
were built into this study (i.e., the use of common physical stimuli, the use of 
common social stimuli [Stokes & Osnes, 1986]), additional generalization 
facilitators were not programmed into the intervention nor modified during the 
study until the last 4 sessions when the time period between buddy play 
sessions and free play generalization sessions was altered (the generalization 
94 
time change intervention) . Additional generalization tactics were not built into 
the study in order to more accurately ascertain the impact of the buddy 
intervention. 
95 
Children who became buddies in constant dyads demonstrated some 
generalization of social interaction from buddy sessions to subsequent free 
play sessions. For three of the four constant buddies, the mean level of 
interaction between themselves and children who had handicaps increased 
after they had been introduced to the buddy intervention (Table 5). In addition, 
positive reciprocation s to initiations by companions and positive 
reciprocations by companions to initiations by constant buddies increased 
(Table 7). Children who became buddies in rotating dyads showed less 
generalization effects than the constant buddies. The mean level of interaction 
between rotating buddies and companions during free play sessions after the 
rotating buddies had been introduced to the buddy session increased in only 
two of five cases and decreased in two other cases (Table 5). As in the case 
of the constant buddies, positive reciprocations to initiations by companions 
and positive reciprocat ions by companions to initiations by rotating buddies 
increased (Table 7). The difference in generalization effects between constant 
buddies and rotating buddies can be explained by the different opportunities 
the dyads had to interact. 
Children in the constant dyads spent more time with each other and as a 
result, had more of an opportunity to interact. The children in the constant 
dyads, on the average, spent 6.25 buddy sessions together as compared to 
the rotating dyads who on the average spent only 1.6 buddy sessions together 
with each of their four companions (Table 6). These results indicate that 
increased familiarity results in more social interaction and is in agreement with 
those reported by Doyle et al. (1980). The chi ldren in the constant dyads may 
have begun developing a network of shared experiences and reciprocal 
activities which are likely to enhance social interactions between familiar 
playmates (Guralnick, 1986). Indeed, it has been reported that the most 
complex social interactions in preschoolers occur in the context of a familiar 
dyad that has developed into a friendship (Howes, 1983). The rotating 
buddies and their different companions may not have had the opportunity to 
become familiar enough with each other and as a result, did not yet share a 
sufficient history of shared experiences and reciprocity that could eventually 
have become friendship. As a result of little familiarity, there was less 
subsequent interaction and generalization with the rotating dyads. 
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Due to the low level of social interact ion between buddies and 
companions that generalized to subsequent free play sessions, the order of 
the intervention was changed for the last four sessions (the generalization time 
change intervention). The change was made in an effort to determine if lack of 
proximity in time might account for the low level of generalization. In all but the 
last four sessions, free play (generalization) sessions were held during the 
next session that followed the scheduled buddy session. In some cases (75%) 
this was on the next day but could occur up to 6 days later due to scheduling . 
With the time change, buddy sessions were followed immediately by the free 
play (generalization) session. As a result, the level of social interaction 
between children with and without handicaps increased from baseline levels 
for seven buddies (Table 5, Figures 2-10). Th is was especially noted in the 
case of the three constant buddies whose companions were present: all three 
of the buddies socially interacted with their companions (Figures 3, 4, and 5). 
The reason for the dramatic change in in teractions between children with 
and without handicaps during the generalization time change intervention 
may be accounted for by three factors. First, the non handicapped children 
were already in the directive role of "helping their friends play," which may 
have carried over into the free play period and it may have facilitated 
interaction (Guralnick, 1986). Second, the free play period immediately 
following the buddy period may have presented a response occassion more 
similar to the training conditions for the buddies and therefore, generalization 
was higher (Lancioni, 1982). The play activities of the buddy session served 
as an antecedent to social interaction during the free play session (Strain & 
Wiegerink, 1975). Third , and most likely in terms of the results since all else 
was held constant , the proximity in terms of time could have affected 
generalization results. In a study of generalization effects with preschoolers, 
intervention sessions were immediately followed by the play period 
generalization session (Strain, 1984b). All three factors may have had an 
effect on increasing generalization results. 
The generalization results in this study were not better for several 
reasons. The length and intensity of the intervention may not have been 
enough to expect significant generalization effects to occur. It may be 
unrealistic to expect brief interventions (the buddy sessions lasted 10 to 15 
minutes a day for 4 to 10 sessions) to produce significant changes in social 
interaction that generalize to other settings (Hops, 1982). Additionally, the 
children in this study only met for up to 22 sessions (range 12-22), depending 
on when they started the study. Although some researchers have reported 
that attitude change towards person who have handicaps can occur after 
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1 week of intervention consisting of daily half hour play sessions (McHale & 
Simeonsson , 1980), Hops (1982) recommends up to 50 sessions of treatment 
and intervention for generalization and maintenance to occur. Among 
preschool groups, dyadic relationships may take time to develop (Roopnarine, 
1984). It has been reported that perhaps 17 days in a nursery school setting is 
not enough time for children to form the strong affective bonds (Roopnarine, 
1984) that would lead to increased interactions. Therefore, some of the 
children in this study may not have had the opportunity to form the affective 
bonds that would lead to greater interaction. 
98 
Stronger generalization results may have been hindered by the nature of 
preschool friendships. Preschoolers tend to make friends with children of the 
same sex. Although cross-sex pairs of friends at the preschool age are not as 
common as same-sex pairs , they do occur (Roopnarine & Field, 1984). By the 
elementary school years, the tendancy for boys and girls to prefer same-sex 
peers is well established (Rubenstein , 1984). Due to the random selection 
process of match ing buddies to companions in this study, there were a number 
of cross-sex dyads. Since companions were alternated between the rotating 
buddies, all rotating buddies were involved in cross-sex dyads as were three 
of the four constant dyads. This could have reduced the generalization of 
interactions of the dyads from the buddy sessions to free play sessions, where 
the children had the opportunity to choose their playmates. It must be noted 
that the dyad with the most generalization from buddy sessions to subsequent 
free play was a same-sex constant dyad (3-C and C, see Figure 4). 
Preschool children also have a marked tendency to form friendships with 
children of the same age and height (Roopnarine & Field , 1984). This reflects 
a major determinant of preschool peer interaction which has been called 
perceived similarity (Rubenstein, 1984). Young children are more apt to 
interact with peers who are perceived to be like themselves. Similarity can 
include the above dimensions of sex, age, and height, and even the presence 
or absence of a physical handicap. In this study, the average age of the 
constant companions was 45.75 months and the average age of rotating 
companions was 47.25 months. The average age of constant buddies was 
60.25 months and the average age of rotating buddies was 55.2 months. The 
difference in age between constant companions and buddies was 14.5 
months and the difference in age between rotating companions and buddies 
was 8 months. Since the characteristic of perceived similarity, when used by 
preschoolers to choose friends, may have a !imitating influence on the 
integrative effects of mainstreaming (Rubenstein, 1984), it is apparent that in 
this study, sex and age did not appear to be factors in limiting interactions. It 
is possible that because the constant buddies were, on the average, 5 months 
older than the rotating buddies that this may have effected outcome. In all 
probability, the fami liarity developed during buddy sessions was a more 
important factor than sex and age in encouraging interactions between 
children with and without handicaps. 
Sociometric Outcomes 
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Three of the four constant buddies gave favorable ratings to their 
companions after having been paired with them (Table 8). Although four of the 
five rotating buddies gave at least one companion a more negative rating after 
having been paired with them, one rotating buddy's sociometric ratings were 
equally positive after intervention (buddy 5-R) , and two rotating buddies rated 
the companions they had been paired with more positively than the 
companions with whom they had not been paired (buddies 7-R and 9-R). The 
differences in sociometric ratings by the constant buddies and the rotating 
buddies indicates that the increased social interaction opportunities and 
resulting famil iarity the constant buddies experienced resulted in their more 
positive sociometric ratings. The explanation that increased opportunities to 
interact results in more positive sociometric ratings is further supported by the 
case of the constant buddy who was last introduced to the buddy intervention. 
Buddy 4-C's sociometric rating of his companion did not improve. Buddy 4-C 
was the last constant buddy to be introduced to the buddy intervention (Figure 
1) which limited his opportunities to interact with his companion during buddy 
sessions. Essentially, his buddy experience was more similar to the rotating 
buddies whose opportunities to interact with a particular buddy during buddy 
sessions was also limited. He experienced limited opportunities to interact 
with his companion during buddy sessions which may have resulted in 
decreased familiarity. Buddy 4-C did not rate his companion more positively 
after the buddy intervention. An additional difference in sociometric ratings by 
the buddies was that the children who served as constant buddies rated all 
companions, on the average, higher than the rotating buddies rated all the 
companions at the end of the study (Table 9). The increased interaction and 
familiarity the constant buddies experienced may have assisted the constant 
buddies in overcoming their concerns about children with handicaps in 
general, resulting in more positive ratings which expressed a greater 
willingness to play with children who have handicaps. 
The sociometric results of the buddies are generally consistent with 
other researchers who have stated that the use of direct, structured social 
interactions between children with and without handicaps facilitates the social 
acceptance of ch ildren who have handicaps by children without handicaps in 
integrated settings (Esposito & Reed, 1986; McHale & Simeonsson, 1980; 
Stainback & Stainback, 1981; Voeltz, 1980, 1982). Sociometric results of the 
two rotating buddies who did not rate their assigned companions more 
positively than other companions (buddies 6-R and 8-R) support the point that 
the issue of social acceptance in nonhandicapped children after they have 
contact with children who have handicaps is one that continues to be debated 
and there are some researchers who report finding more negative attitudes as 
a result of contact (see Esposito & Reed , 1986 fo r examples). 
Children who have handicaps and are rated higher sociometrically than 
other children with handicaps demonstrate specific social behavior patterns. 
These highly rated preschoolers are more responsive to social initiations and 
more of their initiations are responded to positively by others (Strain, 1985}. 
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Skills for maintaining social interaction have been found to be central to the 
success of a handicapped child's subsequent social acceptance by normal 
peers (Field, 1984; Fitzgerald, 1985). In this study, the children with 
handicaps who were rated more favorably sociometrically were able to 
positively reciprocate. For example, companion D was rated highest 
sociometrically during the initial baseline (Table 9). During that period, 
companion D did not once initiate interaction with a non handicapped child. 
However, compared to the other companions, companion D had the highest 
rate of reciprocating initiations from buddies. Companion A, a constant 
companion paired with buddy 1-C, had the highest rate of initiating 
interactions with buddies and frequently reciprocated intiations from buddies. 
He was rated favorably sociometrically at the end of the study by the constant 
buddies (Table 9). The rotating buddies rated him less positively, though his 
overall sociometric rating was the second most favorable. Companions E and 
F were low frequency interacters and their sociometric ratings by the buddies 
tended to be negative. Companion H was also a low frequency interacter, yet 
the buddies rated her positively throughout the study. Discrepancies such as 
this may be explained by the low correlation between analyses of direct 
observation measures of social interaction and sociometries that are often 
seen (McConnell & Odom, 1986). Companion C was a high frequency 
reciprocater to her assigned buddy (constant buddy 3-C), and during free play 
sessions, interacted with her buddy. However, sociometrically she was over 
all rated negatively at the end of the study by the other buddies. This type of 
discrepancy may be explained by the familiarity developed within the dyad 
due to the opportun ities to interact that the other buddies did not experience. 
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Attjtudinal Outcomes 
On the individually administered pretreatment and posttreatment buddy 
attitude assessment , five of the eight buddies' mean scores changed to 
indicate more positive attitudes towards children who have handicaps (Table 
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1 0). Pretreatment scores were high in many cases, therefore, significant 
improvement in attitudes was not possible for every buddy. The improvement 
in scores from pretreatment to posttreatment is indicative that those five 
buddies' attitudes may have improved as a result of interacting with children 
who have handicaps. Th is finding is consistent with other researchers who 
have measured an increase in attitude ratings of persons with handicaps by 
school children who have had contact with such persons (Hazzard, 1983; 
McHale & Simeonsson, 1980; Voe ltz, 1980, 1982). For three buddies, 
posttreatment scores became more negative. 
There are four explanations that can account for the various scores on 
this assessment. First, the instrument may not have been reliable. The 
instrument had been constructed from the items of two other attitude measures 
(Hazzard, 1983; Voeltz, 1980, 1982). However, the reliability of this 
constructed instrument was not determined. Second, individual children who 
completed the assessment may not have understood the task and/or the 
questions. This may have been the case for rotating buddies 7-R and 9-R as 
English was their second language. Third , results obtained may have been 
due to chance performance. Regression towards the mean would account for 
posttreatment scores more negative than pretreatment scores. Fourth, the 
results may reflect accurate assessment results. 
In one case (buddy 8-R), the decrease in the buddy attitude assessment 
score could indicate his attitudes towards children with handicaps became 
more negative after participation in the buddy intervention. This buddy also 
rated companions more negatively on sociometric measures after he had 
been introduced to the buddy intervention. His results could be indicative of 
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attitudes not improving as a result of interactions with children who have 
handicaps, a finding consistent with the current debate about the effect of 
contact on attitudes of non handicapped children (Esposito & Reed, 1986). An 
additional interpretation of his ratings can be found in his daily attitude ratings 
(Table 12). After being introduced to the buddy intervention, his daily attitude 
ratings became more negative. Buddy 8-R may have become bored with the 
buddy program. 
The daily attitude measurement provided the nonhandicapped 
preschoolers the structure to describe their feelings about their opportunity to 
play at the Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons. During baseline, 
rotating buddies had more positive daily attitudes than constant buddies. 
During intervention, constant buddies rated their experience more positively 
and rotating buddies' ratings became more negative. Negative daily ratings 
and negative verbalizations by the buddies were monitored. Due to an 
increase in negative verbalizations by the buddies en route to their preschool 
after the seventh session , the decision was made to provide stickers as 
potential reinforcers for the buddies after each daily session . Negative 
verbalizations improved. After 14 sessions, a decrease in the buddies' interest 
was observed. A "happy box" was utilized as a potential reinforcer for the 
buddies for "being such special friends." After the nonhandicapped children 
left the special education classroom at the DCHP for their session, they had 
the opportunity to draw a prize (e.g., necklace, puzzle, bracelet, sticker, candy, 
balloon) from the happy box. The necessity of using stickers and a happy box 
as reinforcers for the non handicapped children indicated that the experience 
of interacting with children who have handicaps by itself may not have been 
reinforcing enough to keep all of the buddies' interest in continuing with the 
program over time. In dyads where sufficient familiarity had been developed, 
though, this may not have been the case. 
Two other factors could explain a negative daily rating by a particular 
buddy. First, the non handicapped children had to walk several blocks in the 
midday summer sun to get to the DCHP. Second, at times the activities at the 
buddies' preschool were quite attractive (i.e., cooking, computer play, active 
learning centers). In these situations, a buddy could prefer not to leave their 
preschool to play with children who have handicaps. The difficulty in 
maintaining the buddies' enthusiasm is consistent with the research that 
demonstrates that non handicapped children prefer to play with other 
nonhandicapped ch ildren (Strain, 1984a). 
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Results from the buddy attitude measurement indicated that the 
nonhandicapped chi ldren rated the buddy experience positively (Table 13). 
Both constant buddies and rotating buddies gave their buddy sessions 
favorable ratings. Additionally, follow-up data collected a week after the end 
of the study indicated all children who served as buddies rated their buddy 
experience positively. The data indicates that the nonhandicapped children 
liked the experience of being a buddy. The buddies' ratings were not 
consistently positive throughout the study, so ratings appear to be valid and do 
not represent an attempt to please the adult administering the measures. 
Threats to Internal and External Validity 
Internal Validity Threats 
The extensive measurement procedures in this study may have resulted 
in some alterations in the behavior of the buddies. The sociometric ratings, 
daily attitude measurements, and buddy attitude measurements were a form of 
repeated testing which constitutes an experience that may lead to systematic 
changes in performance (Kazdin, 1982). However, in this study, the 
measurement procedures were conducted throughout the study in a multiple 
baseline design, therefore increasing the possibility that variations in data 
were due to the treatment rather than measurement. 
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The loss of some subjects before sufficient data was collected to include 
them in the study can be a threat to internal validity (Kazdin, 1982). In this 
case, it may have impacted the assignment of nonhandicapped children to the 
constant dyad treatment and the rotating dyad treatment because after random 
assignment took place, new subjects had to be added. However, in 
single-case experimental design research such as this, inferences do not 
depend on comparisons of different persons, therefore not threatening validity 
(Kazdin , 1982). 
Threats to External Validity 
Due to the extensive measurement procedures in this study, it is possible 
the non handicapped subjects were aware they were being assessed and that 
this awareness may have influenced how they responded, a threat to external 
validity (Kazdin, 1982). This possibility would be especially apparent on the 
attitudinal measures and sociometric measures because of the discernible 
socially correct responses on each of the assessments. However, the children 
in this study did not choose the socially appropriate response as evidenced by 
their negative attitudinal ratings and sociometric ratings. Therefore, the results 
of the assessments may not have been affected by this threat to validity. 
The differential sex make-up of the buddies in the buddy intervention 
groups could impact the extent to which the obtained results can be 
generalized to other subjects, a threat to external validity (Kazdin, 1982). 
Three of the four constant dyads had female buddies. All five of the buddies in 
the rotating dyads were male. Therefore, differential effects between constant 
dyads and rotat ing dyads theoritically could have been impacted by the sex of 
the buddy. The issue of using female confederates versus male confederates 
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in a peer intervention has not been fully explored. The research that has been 
done in this area indicates that the sex of the non handicapped child does not 
effect attitudes toward children with handicaps (Towfighy-Hooshyar & Zingle, 
1984). Additonally, the differential impact of same-sex dyads versus cross-sex 
dyads in peer interventions has not been thoroughly investigated. Therefore, 
whether this is a confounding variable that threatens external validity in this 
study is unknown. 
Limitations of the Current Study 
Several limitations of this study are worthy of consideration . First, the 
number of sessions which took place was not sufficient to establish a stable 
measure or maintenance level of interaction between children with and 
without handicaps after each dyad had been introduced to the buddy 
intervention. Second, not enough specific procedures were implemented in 
addition to the buddy intervention procedure in order to ensure that 
generalization of interation would occur. The generalization time change 
intervention needed more sessions in order to totally ascertain its utility. Third, 
the sex of the buddies may have obscurred differential effects of constant 
versus rotating buddies on the levels of interaction of preschoolers with 
handicaps. Fourth , a needed control on the sociometric measures would have 
been the buddies rating themselves as well as the companions. Fifth, closer 
monitoring of negative verbalizations by buddies would have been helpful to 
ascertain differential impact on constant buddies and rotating buddies. Sixth, 
the issue that the classroom teacher of the children with handicaps selected 
those who qualified for the role of companion without cross-validation and that 
all children who met criteria were included may need to be addressed. Finally, 
the complexity of the data system could necessitate considerable training for 
its utilization in further studies if the researchers are not familiar with its use. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
Results from this research indicated that there exists a differential effect 
on the attitudes and interactional behaviors of children without handicaps as a 
result of being a constant buddy or a rotating buddy. The efficacy of the FMS 
Buddy System as a program to facilitate interactions between children with 
and without handicaps was demonstrated. However, due to the limitations of 
this study, more research on the impact of constant buddy dyads and rotating 
buddy dyads is necessary to confirm these results. 
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Due to the confines of summer session preschool classes , only 22 
sessions between the children with and without handicaps took place in this 
study. There may not have been enough sessions for the intervention to have 
an effect on all of the dyads (Roopnarine, 1984}. The children with and without 
handicaps did not in all cases have the opportunity to spend enough sessions 
together to facilitate interaction (Stainback & Stainback, 1981) and increase 
familiarity (Doyle et al., 1980). Therefore , in future studies the intervention time 
frame needs to be of longer duration. Perhaps 50 sessions in a multiple 
baseline design would allow ample time for familiarity to develop in the 
relationships of all the dyads. It is apparent that the brevity of this intervention 
limits the validity of results obtained. 
In order to facilitate the generalization of interactions of the buddy 
condition between ch ildren with and without handicaps to subsequent free 
play periods, this study may have established the efficacy of following the 
buddy condition with free play. Future studies could determine whether this 
order of intervention does indeed facilitate generalization by utilizing an ABAC 
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research design. Two groups could be used, each of which receive a different 
order of free play interventions. One free play intervention would be delayed 
free play following buddy sessions, and the other intervention would be 
immediate free play following buddy sessions. In this manner, the effect of 
order of treatment and proximity on generalization could be determined. An 
additional variable which could be investigated to facilitate generalization is 
the impact the buddy badge would have on the level of interaction between 
children with and without handicaps if the buddy was required to wear the 
badge during free play generalization sessions. 
The ability to reciprocate is an important characteristic of friendship 
dyads where a high level of interaction is maintained (Howes, 1983), as well 
as a behavior that helps maintain interactions between children with and 
without handicaps (Odom et al., 1985). Skills for maintaining social 
interaction have been found to be central to the success of a child with 
handicaps subsequent social acceptance by normal peers (Fitzgerald, 1985). 
Therefore , the ability to reciprocate initiations would be an important social 
skill for children who have handicaps to acquire, if they do not yet demonstate 
it. Additionally, teacher prompts could be utilized in order to facilitate the role 
of the child who has handicaps in the ongoing interaction. This stategy should 
be used with caution, however, as one strength of this study's intervention was 
the low level of teacher prompting necessary to maintain occurring 
interactions. 
An additional recommendation for future studies would be to pair buddy 
dyads to facilitate friendship between the buddy and companion. Since 
preschool friendship is based on characteristics of similarity, it may facilitate 
interaction and subsequent friendship development if buddies and 
companions were matched on characteristics of sex, age, and height 
(Roopnarine & Field , 1984; Rubenstein, 1984). Controlling for the sex variable 
would enable a determination of whether the differences found in this study 
between constant buddies and rotating buddies was influenced by sex of the 
buddy. 
Conclusions 
It is apparent that pairing chi ldren who have handicaps with a 
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non handicapped constant or rotati ng buddy increased the level of social 
interaction between children with and without handicaps during buddy 
sessions. The level of social interaction achieved in buddy sessions was not 
fully generalized to subsequent free play sessions. The lack of generalization 
can be explained by the brevity of the intervention and the temporal 
relationship between the intervention itself (buddy sessions) and subsequent 
free play sessions (where generalization was measured} . Results from this 
study indicated that (a) an increase in the number of total intervention sessions 
and (b) following buddy sessions immediate ly with generalizations sessions 
may have increased social interaction levels between buddies and 
companions more substantially. Buddies in constant dyads interacted with 
their companions more frequently during subsequent free play sessions and 
rated their companions more positively on attitude measures than buddies in 
rotating dyads. Further investigation of the buddy intervention with the 
suggested modifications is warranted. 
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Letters of Consent 
11 7 
Child's 
Name ______________________________________________________ __ 
Dear Parents: 
Functional Mainstreaming for S.uccess Project 
Parental Consent for Studenf Participation 
in Mainstreaming Project Activities 
118 
Your child has the exciting opportunity to be assigned a "buddy." A buddy is a 
nonhandicapped friend who accompanies your child in nonacademic and unstructured 
activities. Potential benefits for your child include provid ing them the oppcrtunity and structure 
to leam how to interact with children without handicaps. Potential risks to your child are minimal ; 
none are anticipated. 
As with other FMS research activites: 
1. Participation in the project will be dictated by your child's needs. 
2. Information for development purposes will be collected on a regular basis to 
mcnitor your child's progress in mainstream settings. 
3. Any information about your child will be kept strictly confidential; in other 
words, a student's name will not be used as an identifying feature; 
identifying characteristics of your chi ld will not be provided in presentations, 
published materials, or discussions; results of the project which are 
obtained through the use of your child's data will be available to you upon 
request. 
4. Participation by your child in project research activities can be terminated at 
any time upcn parental request. 
5. Project staff will be available to parents for review of project activities and 
to answer questions regarding the project and/or your child's participation 
in its activn ies . 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Connie Nelke, 
Sebastian Striefel , John Killoran , or Bonnie Julander at 750-2039. 
Please sign below and return to Bonnie Julander by Thursday, June 25, 1987. 
I DO NOT grant permission for my 
child. _______ ( name) 
to participate in this mainstream 
research activity. 
Parent Signature Date 
I DO grant permission for my child 
_________ (name) 
to participate in this mainstream 
research activity. 
Parent Signature Date 
Child's Name _________________________ _ 
Functional Mainstreaming for Success Project 
Parental Consent for Student Participation 
in Mainstreaming Project Activities 
Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons 
Utah State University 
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Dear Parents: We have a unique and exciting opportunity to offer to your child! Your child's 
school is collaborating with a mainstreaming program at the Developmental Center for 
Handicapped Persons. A limited number of children from your child's school will learn to be 
"buddies" for children who have handicaps in a preschool classroom at the Center. These children 
will be escorted by adults three times a week to the Developmental Center for Handicapped 
Persons where they wi ll spend about 40 minutes in the presence of children who have handicaps. 
Your child could have the opportunity to serve as buddy to one or more children who have 
handicaps. A "buddy" is a friend who accompanies and guides another child in nonacademic and 
unstructured activities. 
Potential benefits to your child include: (1) developing an understanding and tolerance for 
individual differences among all people: (2) providing the opportunity to learn about different 
handicapping conditions: (3) allowing children to learn how to interact with children who have 
handicaps; (4) developing some leadership skills. Potential risks to your child are minimal ; none 
are anticipated. In order to assure that benefits are gained, information about social interactions 
and attitudes toward persons who have handicaps will be obtained by observing and talking wilth 
the participants in these activities annd by asking them questions about their experiences. Be 
assured that any information collected from a student will be kept strictly confidential; in other 
words , a student's name will not be used as an identifying feature, nor will identifying 
characteristics of a student be provided in presentations, published materials, or discussions. 
Information which is obtained will be available to parents as group summaries, upon request. 
Participation by a student in these activities can be terminated at any time upon parental request. 
Your child's participat ion "'ill be supervised by his/her teacher to assure that your child is not 
disadvantaged by missing his/her own valuable learning time 
This fun and different experience will start the week of June 22 and run through the entire 
summer school session. As only a limited number of children will be able to participate, we urge 
you to promptly return this consent form to Michelle or Sherry as soon as possible. We wouldn't 
want your child to miss out on this neat opportun ity! 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact: 
Connie Nelke or Sebastian Striefel 
FMS Project 
Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons 
750-2039 
Michelle Morton or Sherry Powell 
USU Children's House 
750-2056 
Please sign below and return to your chi ld's teacher by Wednesday, June 24, 1987. 
I DO NOT grant permission for my 
child (name) to 
participate in this mainstream 
research activity. 
Parent Signature Date 
I DO grant permission for my child 
--,--,----,--:-:-(name) to 
participate in this mainstream 
research activity. 
Parent Signature 
Thank you for your cooperation! 
Date 
Appendix B 
Screening Test for Companions and 
Screening Test for Buddies 
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Sqeenjng Test for Companions 
In order to assess the potential companion's ability to participate in 
the study, the potential companion must demonstrate the following behaviors: 
1. Demonstrate attending skills 
a. Establish and maintain eye contact with others. 
b. Establish and maintain eye contact with presented objects. 
2. Demonstrate the ability to follow simple verbal commands, i.e.: 
a. "Go with" 
b. "Pick up the" 
c. "Give the" 
3. Demonstrate the ability to imitate simply motor tasks, i.e.: 
"Let's do th is" (i mitated modeled motor movements). 
Screening Test for Buddies 
In order to assess the potential buddy's ability to participate in the study, 
the potential buddy must meet the following criteria as determined by his/her 
teacher: 
1. The child is a volunteer. 
2. The child is outgoing and verbal. 
3. The child is dependable and has regular attendance. 
4. The child exhibits age appropriate leve ls of social interaction. 




Social Interaction Coding System 
FUNCTIONAL MAINSTREAMING FOR SUCCESS 
Social Interaction Coding System 
Thornburg, M., Strielel, S., Nelke, C., Quintero, M., & Killoran, J. 
Purpose: 
The purpose ol this social interaction scoring system is to identify 
reciprocal social interactions and cooperative play between children with and 
without handicaps. 
Target Behavior: 
The target behavior throughout observation is Social Behavior which 
is deli ned as a directed vocalization and/or motor gesture made to another 
child. Vocalizations and motor gestures are defined as follows : 
Directed Vocalization. A vocalization is directed at another child. 
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The first child calls a second child by name, or clearly indicates by gesture that 
the vocalizat ion is directed to the second child (e.g., establishes eye contact) . 
Interactions with classroom adults are not recorded. 
Motor Gestures. A movement causes a child's head, arms, or teet to 
come into direct contact with the body of another child; there is waving or 
extending ol a child's arms toward another child; one child hands an object to 
another child, or adds an object to a structure that received attention from 
another child earlier in the interval; one child smiles directly at another child. 
Observation Procedure: 
Each target child is observed tor 12, 1 0-second intervals, with live 
seconds tor recording at the end ol each interval. This means that the child is 
observed tor a total of three minutes at a time. 
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As each new interval begins , note the first social behavior exhibited. If 
social behavior is seen, watch to see if interacti ng parties reciprocate within 
five seconds. Record which party made an initiation and which party made a 
reciprocation by circling the appropriate letter (S = subject being observed; H 
=handicapped peer; N = nonhandicapped peer) . Also circle if cooperative 
play (C) was observed. Record prompts by adults by placing a slash(/) 
indicating that a prompt (P) set the occasion for the initiation or reciprocation, 
and to whom the prompt was directed (S, H, or N). An example of four 
1 0-second intervals making up a one-minute interval, and the definitions for 
initiations, reciprocations, cooperative play, negative behavior, and prompts 
are listed below: 
Initiation Initiation Initiation Initiation 
(P) S H N (P) S H N (P) S H N (P) S H N 
Reciprocation Reciprocation Reciprocation Reciprocation 
(P) S H N (P) S H N (P) S H N (P) S H N 
Coop. Play Coop. Play Coop. Play Coop. Play 
c c c c 
Neg. Beh. Neg. Beh . Neg. Beh. Neg. Beh. 
S H N S H N S H N S H N 
Social Initiation. The first social behavior exhibited either by the target 
child or by another child to the target child during a specific interval is a social 
initiation. The social behavior must be directed to a specific child or group of 
children. 
Social Reciprocation. A response made within five seconds by a second 
child to the initiation made by the first child is a social reciprocation. The return 
interaction must be directed specifically to the child who made the initiation. If 
no response to this child is seen within five seconds, reciprocation is not 
marked. 
Reciprocations may also be acts of compliance. For example, if one 
child says, "Put the block over there," and a not her child complies within five 
seconds, reciprocation is coded. In this case, reciprocation is coded even if 
there is an absence of a vocalization or motor gesture directed specifically to 
the initiating child. 
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Cooperative Play. Some reciprocal social interaction may be additionally 
characterized as cooperative play. The reciprocal social interaction may then 
be coded as cooperative play if the interaction included any of the following: 
A) Activity involving a common moveable object or objects (e.g., both 
children add blocks to the same structure). 
B) Activity involving an exchange of objects. 
C) "Unified" or "organized" activity involving common movements or 
gestures or common vocalizations (e.g., children crawling on 
ground and roaring like lions. a "game"). 
D) Shared-play activity identified as such through verbal approach 
and response between children (e.g., one child says, "Let's build a 
house," and the other child answers, "O.K.," or starts building) . 
E) The target child and another chi ld move together from one area to 
another following an initiation by another child to do so. 
Negative Behavior. A negative behavior is an initiation or reciprocation 
that consists of an aggressive verbalization (e.g., threatens, calls another child 
names, or vocalizes a refusal to play with others, such as, "No, go away!") 
and/or an aggressive act (e.g., hits, pinches, bites, exhibits non-play pushing 
or pulling, grabs objects without permission, destroys the construction of 
another child, or indicates by gesture a refusal to play with others through 
actions such as pushing others away) . If an initiation or a reciprocation 
consists of negative behavior, cooperative play is not recorded, even if other 
cooperative play is seen during the interval. 
Prompt. A teacher or classroom worker proposes a social exchange 
between the subject child and other children , or gives attention to ongoing 
social behavior between the children . If there is no ongoing social behavior 
and the classroom worker attempts to st imulate such behavior on the part of 
the interacting child, then a prompt for an initiation is scored. If one of the 
interacting children has already exhibited social behavior in the current 
interval, and the classroom worker gives attention to the ongoing interaction, 
then a prompt fo r a reciprocat ion is scored. Continued social behaviors 
emitted in intervals fo llowing the prompted interval are NOT marked as 
prompted. 
Interaction Percentage Computation Procedure: 
An interaction percentage is computed after each observation. This 
percentage is calculated by adding up the number of intervals in which 
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positive social interaction occurred, dividing that number by the total number of 
intervals observed , then multiplying by 100 to form the percentage. 
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FMS Peer Interaction Data Collection System 
Target Student _ _______ _ #_ Date ____ _ Observer _____ _ 
Freeplay/ Buddy Session Experimental Condition, _________ _ 
# __ 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
# __ 
Init ia tion 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocat ion 




S H N 
# __ 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocat ion 




S H N 
Ini tiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Init iation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
# _ _ 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reci procation 




S H N 
Functional Mainstreaming for Success Project 
Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons 
Utah State University 
Logan. Utah 84322 
Thornb urg / Stri efei /N elke/ All red 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Initiation 
(P) S H N 
Reciprocation 




S H N 
Appendix D 
Pretreatment and Posttreatment 
Buddy Attitudes Assessment 
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Buddy Attitude Assessment 
This questionnaire is to be administered individually to each buddy. The 
child is directed to respond verbally with a yes/no response . 
1. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps went to your preschool? 
2. Do you wish you could make friends with a child who has handicaps? 
3. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps sat next to you during 
storytime? 
4. Do you say hi to children who have handicaps? 
5. Have you played with children who have handicaps? 
6. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps played with your toys? 
7. Have you ta lked to children who have handicaps? 
8. Have you made friends with a child who has handicaps? 
9. Should children who have handicaps not be in your class at school? 
10. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps came to your house to 
play? 
11 . Do you think you could be good friends with a child who has handicaps? 
12. Should ch ildren who talk funny not be in your class at school? 
13. Would it be okay if a child with handicaps ate lunch at your house? 
14. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps sat next to you during 
snack time? 
15. Do you wish you could play with children who have handicaps? 
16. Do you not like ta lking to children who have handicaps? 
17. Would it be okay if a child who has handicaps was invited to your 
birthday party? 
18. Would it be okay if a child with handicaps was in your class? 
19. Do children who have handicaps not have many friends? 
20. Would it be okay to be friends with a child who has handicaps? 
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Appendix E 
Daily and Buddy Attitude Assessments 
Daily Attitude Observation 
(From Killoran, Allred, Striefel , & Quintero, 1987) 
At the start of each daily session, and after each buddy session, the 
teacher I trainer I observer asks the buddy how the day/buddy session went. If 
the day I session went so-so, the buddy will point to the "average" face, etc. 
The teacher I trainer I observer may question the buddy about the session and 
why s/he responded as s/he did. These comments can be recorded on the 
recording sheet under comments. Correspondingly, the teacher I trainer I 
observer can provide his/her feedback on the session under "Observer 
Check", 1 =Good to Exce llent , 2=Fair to Good, 3=Poor to Fair. The 
observations can be compared to the buddy responses for reliability and 




1 • happy 
2 • so-so 
3 • unhappy 
Date 
Observer Rating 
1 = enthusiastic 
2. fair 
3 :m: reluctant 
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Nelke -- Thesis Study 
Daily Attitudinal Data 
Child # Child Rating pbserver Check Observer 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
Child Rating 
1 - happy 
2- 50 · 50 
3 - unhappy 
Date 
Observer Rating 
1 "" ent husiastic 
2. fair 
3 "" reluctant 
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Nelke -- Thesis Study 
Buddy Attitudinal Data 
Child # Chi ld Rating Observer Chec~ Observer 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
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Appendix F 
Mastery Test for Data Collectors 
Mastery Test for Data Collectors 
To be coded on the FMS Social Interaction Coding System. 
Sam: Boy with cerebral palsy 
Sue: Girl without handicaps 
Tom: Boy without handicaps 
Terry : Girl with Down's Syndrome 
The target child for the observation will be Sue. 
Interval : 
1) Sue and Sam are painting at easels. Sue reaches over Sam to get more 
paint and says she needs the yellow paint. 
2) Sue wants the red paint next to Terry. The teacher tells Sue to ask Terry 
for the paint, which she does. Terry hands the paint to Sue. 
3) Clean up time. Terry has the soap washing her hands. Sam crowds into 
the sink and takes the soap away from Terry. Sue tells Sam to give the 
soap back to Terry and takes it from Sam. 
4) Sue tells the teacher Sam took the soap. The teacher tells Sam to tell 
Terry he is sorry. 
5) The four children run back to the snack table. Sue bumps Sam and Sam 
falls down and cries. 
6) Sue and Terry have been building a tower together out of blocks. As the 
interval begins, Sue places a block on the tower. 
7) In the next tower building interval, Terry places a block on the tower. 
Sue places a block on the tower. Terry looks around the room. 
8) Sue puts a block on the tower. Terry says, "Put it over here!". Sue 
moves the block as Terry suggested. 
9) Tom sees Sue playing with a toy in a corner of the room. He brings a 
chair from the table, places it beside Sue, and sits down. He intently 
watches Sue play. Sue looks up and smiles at Tom. 
1 0) As Sue walks past Tom , Tom looks at Sue and makes a loud noise. Sue 
says, "Be Quiet '"· 
11) Terry and Sue scramble toward the play area after the teacher declares it 
is time to play. Terry pushes against Sue to avoid falling herself. Sue 
looks at Terry with a puzzled expression , but does not say anything. 
12) Sam and Sue are in th e kitchen area. Sam looks at Sue and begins to 
move his mouth just as the interval ends. 
13) Tom says , "Let's build a tower!". Sue reaches for several blocks and 
starts to assemble a structu re. 
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Appendix G 
Confidentiality Form for Data Collectors 
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I, __________ agree to hold in strict confidence all 
information obtained during and after the course of this research study. 
agree that such information will not be revealed to anyone other than those 
directly involved with the research. A breach of confidentiality could consist of 
e.g., referring to a child by name, by behaviors, by teacher, by data, etc., to 
others not directly affiliated with this research project. I understand it is 
necessary to maintain confidentiality to protect the rights of the children 
involved in this study. I understand that failure to maintain confidentiality 
can/will result in disciplinary action which may effect my grade and position on 
this project. 
Signature ____________ _ 
Date ______________ _ 
Supervisor ____________ _ 
139 
Appendix H 
Puppet Show Directions and Script 
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Puppet Show Directions and Script 
(From Nelke, Quintero, Killoran, Allred, & Striefel, 1987) 
Materials Needed : A puppet show script, table for the stage, required number 
of puppets, adults to act as puppeteers. 
Time for administration : 
Puppet show script 




Target Audience : A puppet show presentation is appropriate for young 
audiences, the first grade is ideal. 
General Descript ion : Puppet shows are an excellent method for presenting 
basic introductory concepts about handicapping conditions, as shown in the 
following script . A variety of scripts can be easily developed for different and 
specific situations such as explaining the concept of mainstreaming, 
demonstrating how to welcome a child with handicaps into the classroom, and 
showing ways to play with a child who has handicaps. 
Another advantage of the puppet show is its easy administration. 
Set-up simply includes a table as the stage with the puppeteers behind the 







About Handicaps: A Puppet Show 
Developed by the FMS Project for Peer Preparation 
Hi boys and girls! My name is Melody. It sure is fun being here 
today! I want you to meet my new friend, Mark. 
(Waving) Hi Melody! Hi boys and girls! 
As you can see, Mark looks kind of different. That's because 
Mark has a handicap (stated matter-of-factly). 
1:::i.aYi.ng a handicap means that part of mv bodv doesn't work ri.Q.h1.. 
(turns towards audience) Boys and girls, what is a handicap? 




















The handicap I have makes me look a little different than other 
children. 
Is yours the only kind of handicap? 
No , there are many kinds of handicaps. Some children who have 
handicaps are not able to see. 
You mean they can't see? 
Yes , and some chi ldren can't walk. 
You mean they use a wheelchair? 
They might. Some other handicaps make it hard to hear or hard 
to do things fast . 
Does that mean it's hard to do things in school? 
It might make school harder, but children who have handicaps 
can still go to school. 
If children who have handicaps go to school, it must mean that 
having a handicap isn't like being sick. 
Having a handicap isn't like being sick at all 
Rea lly? 
When a person is sick, they catch it, are sick for a while, then they 
get over it. 
Right. 
And when a person has a handicap, usually they are born with it, 
and they always have a handicap. Boys and girls, is a handicap 
like being sick? 
(With audience) No! (alone) Then you can't catch a handicap! 
That's good to know. That means you and I can play! Would you 
like to play with me, Mark? 
I sure would! Children who have handicaps like to play just like 
you do. I like to play with balls and puzzles, and I like to take 



















We sure could ! 
Boys and girls , can children who have handicaps and children 
like you have fun playing together? 
(With audience) Yes! (alone) Mark, I have been asking you a lot 
of questions about handicaps is that okay? 
Sure it is , I like helping you learn about handicaps, Melody. (Turn 
to audience) Boys and girls, I want you to learn about handicaps 
too! Boys and gi rls , if someone can't walk because of a 
handicap, can you catch that? 
(With audience) No! 
If someone can't talk very well because they have a handicap, 
can you catch that? 
(With audience) No' 
Boys and girls, is it okay to ask someone about their handicap? 
(With audience) Yes! 
Can you play with someone who has a handicap? 
(With audience) Yes! 
Do ch ildren who have handicaps like to play some of the same 
things you do? 
(With audience) Yes' 
Can ch ildren who have handicaps be your friends? 
Yes' (Alone) Just like Mark and I are friends. 
We are friends , Melody. (To audience) Boys and girls, can you 
think of any questions about handicaps you would like to ask me? 
(Give children a chance to ask questions) If you have other 
qu estions , ask your teacher! Thanks for learning about 
handicaps, boys and girls. 
Melody and Mark: Bye' Bye' 
Appendix I 
Buddy Training Script 
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Buddy Training Script 
Teacher: "Today you are going to learn how to be a good buddy. 
Sometimes childre n do not know how to play with other children. You are 
going to help these children learn how to play . What are you going to do?" 
Child response: "Help them to play." 
Teacher: "One way to get your frie nd to play with you is to ask them to play. 
How can you get your friend to play with you?" 
Child response: "Ask." 
Teacher: "Right, you ask. Now watch me ask my friend to play." 
(Demonstrate.) "Did I ask my friend to play? What did I do?" 
Child response: "Yes, you did. You looked at _____ and asked if 
he/she wanted to play." 
Teacher: "Good. Now you ask a friend to play." (Give the child an 
opportunity to practice.) "Sometimes when I play with ___ _ 
he/she doesn't want to play back. I have to keep on trying . What do I 
have to do?" 
Child response: "Keep on trying." 
Teacher: "Right, I have to keep on trying. Watch me. I am going to ask 
____ to play. Now I want you to see if I keep on tryi ng." 
(Instruct to be unresponsive.) (Teacher should be persistent 
until child finally responds .) "Did I get to play with me?" 
Child response: "Yes." 
Teacher: "What did I do?" 
Child response : "Keep on trying ." 
Teacher: "Yes, I kept on trying." (Give the child an opportunity to practice.) 
"Now you are ready to be a buddy to your friend." 
144 
(Adapted from Strain & Odom, 1986, p. 547) . 
